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  TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE, LACKAWANNA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA.

   #DR
   DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

        I AM BASING MY DECISION PRINCIPALLY ON THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTS DESCRIBING THE ANALYSIS OF COST
EFFECTIVENESS AND FEASIBILITY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE.  UNLESS OTHERWISE  
SPECIFIED, THE UNDERLYING TECHNICAL INFORMATION IS INCLUDED IN THESE REPORTS:

     - "FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT", (DRAFT), TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE, LACKAWANNA
       COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA, (NUS CORP. MAY, 1985)

     - "REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT", (DRAFT), TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE,
       LACKAWANNA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA, (NUS CORP. MAY, 1985)

     - "WORK PLAN", REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY OF
       ALTERNATIVES, TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE (NUS CORP. FEBRUARY, 1984)

     - "REMEDIAL ACTION MASTER PLAN", TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE
       (NUS CORP./PHOENIX SAFETY ASSOCIATION LTD. SEPTEMBER, 1983)

     - SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

     - RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

     - STAFF SUMMARIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS, INCLUDING THESE ATTACHED.

   #DE
   DECLARATIONS

         CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980
(CERCLA) AND THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (40 C.F.R. PART 300), I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE REMEDIAL ACTIONS
DESCRIBED ABOVE TOGETHER WITH PROPER OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE CONSTITUTE A COST-EFFECTIVE REMEDY WHICH
MITIGATES AND MINIMIZES DAMAGE TO PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE REMEDIAL ACTION WILL BE
DESIGNED TO MINIMIZE THE RISK OF POTENTIAL EVACUATION AND TEMPORARY INCONVENIENCES TO THE LOCAL ENVIRONMENT
DURING THE EXCAVATION AND TRANSPORTATION PHASES.

        THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA HAS BEEN CONSULTED AND AGREES WITH THE APPROVED REMEDY.  FOLLOWING
PLACEMENT AND INSTALLATION OF THE SOIL COVER AND FENCE AT THE LOCATIONS IDENTIFIED IN THE "SUMMARY OF
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION," OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES WILL BE REQUIRED TO ENSURE THE
CONTINUED EFFECTIVENESS AND LEVEL OF PROTECTION OF THE REMEDY.  THESE ACTIVITIES WILL BE CONSIDERED PART OF
THE APPROVED ACTION AND ELIGIBLE FOR TRUST FUND MONIES FOR A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR.

   LAND USE RESTRICTIONS MAY ALSO BE NECESSARY TO ENSURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDY.

        IN ADDITION, THE OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL, SEDIMENT, AND WASTES TO A SECURE HAZARDOUS
WASTE FACILITY IS NECESSARY TO PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

        I AM DEFERRING SELECTION OF REMEDIAL RESPONSE MEASURES, IF ANY, FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION. 
FURTHER ASSESSMENT OF THE NATURE OF DETECTED CONTAMINATION AND THE APPROPRIATE RCRA MEASURES TO ADDRESS SUCH
CONTAMINATION WILL BE PERFORMED.

        I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE ACTION BEING TAKEN IS APPROPRIATE WHEN BALANCED AGAINST THE AVAILABILITY
OF TRUST FUND MONIES FOR USE AT OTHER SITES.

                                                       JAMES M. SEIF
   6/28/85                                          REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR
     DATE                                              EPA REGION III.



                     SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
                                TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE

   #SLD
   SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

        THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE IS ALIGNED IN A NORTHEAST-SOUTHWEST DIRECTION IN TAYLOR BOROUGH, LACKAWANNA
COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA (FIGURE 1). IT IS SITUATED AT THE TOE OF BALD MOUNTAIN ABOUT 3 MILES SOUTH OF THE CITY
OF SCRANTON.  THE NORTHEAST EXTENSION OF THE PENNSYLVANIA TURNPIKE IS THE NORTHWEST LIMIT OF THE SITE.  A
RECREATIONAL AREA, MCDADE PARK, AND A COUNTY MAINTENANCE BUILDING AND PROPERTY BOUND THE SITE ON THE
NORTHEAST.  ABANDONED STRIP MINE OPERATIONS, WATERFILLED DEPRESSIONS, AND SPOIL PILES BOUND THE SITE ON THE
SOUTHEAST.  A NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE INACTIVE BICHLER MUNICIPAL LANDFILL BOUND THE SITE ON THE
SOUTHWEST (FIGURE 2).

        THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE IS SITUATED WITHIN A TRACT OF LAND PREVIOUSLY MINED (BOTH UNDERGROUND AND
STRIP).  THE STRIP MINE OPERATIONS, WHICH EXTENDED BEYOND THE LIMITS OF THE SITE, LEFT THE AREA   UNRECLAIMED
WITH NUMEROUS OPEN PITS AND SURFACE MINE SPOIL PILES. SUBSEQUENT TO THE MINING ACTIVITIES, UNRECLAIMED
PORTIONS OF THE 125 ACRE SITE WERE USED FOR A MUNICIPAL LANDFILL OPERATION BY THE CITY OF   SCRANTON. 
MUNICIPAL WASTE WAS DISPOSED IN THE PITS AND THE MINE SPOIL MATERIAL WAS USED AS A MINIMAL (0-2 FEET) COVER
MATERIAL.  AS A RESULT OF THE LANDFILL OPERATION, WHICH CEASED IN 1968, THE TOPOGRAPHY OF THE   SITE CONSISTS
OF RELATIVELY ROLLING TERRAIN BETWEEN STEEP SLOPES OF MINE SPOIL PILES AND UNRECLAIMED PITS.

        BASED ON THE 1980 CENSUS, APPROXIMATELY 75 PERCENT OF THE POPULATIONS OF SCRANTON (88,117) AND OLD
FORGE (9,304), AND ALL OF THE POPULATION OF TAYLOR BOROUGH (7,246) LIVE WITHIN A FIVE MILE RADIUS OF THE
SITE.  THE POPULATION WITHIN A ONE MILE RADIUS OF THE SITE IS ABOUT 1,007 PERSONS WITH APPROXIMATELY 265
RESIDENTIAL DWELLINGS.  WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LOCATED AT THE SOUTHEASTERN  
BORDER OF THE SITE, THERE HAS BEEN NO RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT WITHIN 1,400 FEET OF THE
IDENTIFIED SITE LIMITS.  ONSITE OBSERVATIONS INDICATE THE SITE HAS BEEN USED PARTICULARLY BY CHILDREN AS   A
PLACE TO PLAY, BIKE RIDE, WALK THROUGH TO MCDADE PARK, AND AS A TARGET PRACTICE AREA FOR HUNTERS OR OTHER GUN
OWNERS.

        ST. JOHN'S CREEK, WITH HEAD WATERS ON BALD MOUNTAIN, IS AN INTERMITTENT STREAM WHICH FLOWS THROUGH
THE SITE AND EVENTUALLY DISCHARGES INTO THE LACKAWANNA RIVER.  DURING THE STRIP MINE OPERATIONS, THE CREEK
BED HAD BEEN RELOCATED WITHIN THE SITE LIMITS ONTO STRIP MINE SPOIL FILL.  AS A RESULT, THE FLOW FREQUENTLY
DISAPPEARS INTO THE CREEK BED AT CERTAIN POINTS AND REAPPEARS AT OTHER POINTS DURING RELATIVELY
LOW FLOW PERIODS.

        AS A RESULT OF THE MINING AND LANDFILL OPERATIONS, SUBSIDENCE AND SETTLEMENT HAVE DEVELOPED
DEPRESSIONS ON THE SURFACE WHICH ACT AS SEASONAL PONDS.  PRECIPITATION AND SURFACE RUNOFF COLLECT IN THESE
AREAS AND DEPENDING ON THE TYPE OF COVER (SOIL AND ROCK MATRIX) PRESENT, THE WATER EITHER PONDS OR
INFILTRATES INTO THE SUBSURFACE.  SEVERAL SMALL PONDS WHICH STORE WATER THROUGHOUT THE YEAR ARE LOCATED
APPROXIMATELY 100 FEET EAST OF THE SITE.  THESE PONDS HAVE BEEN USED BY THE ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER FOR
RECREATIONAL PURPOSES.  DUE TO THE PRESENT SURFACE GRADING, THESE PONDS DO NOT RECEIVE SURFACE RUNOFF FROM
THE SITE.

        POTABLE WATER FOR THE SCRANTON-WILKES BARRE AREA IS PROVIDED BY A MUNICIPAL SURFACE WATER RESERVOIR
SYSTEM.  NEITHER THE CAMPBELL LODGE RESERVOIR (APPROXIMATELY 5 MILES SOUTHWEST OF THE SITE) OR LAKE SCRANTON
(APPROXIMATELY 4.5 MILES SOUTHEAST OF THE SITE) RECEIVE SURFACE WATER RUNOFF FROM THE SITE.  THERE IS NO
REPORTED USE OF GROUND WATER FOR DRINKING PURPOSES WITHIN ONE MILE OF THE SITE.

        DUE TO THE EXTENSIVE MINING IN LACKAWANNA COUNTY (STRIP AND UNDERGROUND), THE GROUND WATER AQUIFERS
CLOSEST TO THE SURFACE IN THE VALLEY HAVE BEEN SIGNIFICANTLY AFFECTED BOTH IN QUALITY AND YIELD.   BEDROCK
BENEATH THE SITE HAS NATURALLY-OCCURRING FRACTURES; HOWEVER, RESULTANT MINE VOIDS HAVE CAUSED FURTHER ROCK
FRACTURING AND SUBSIDENCE WHICH HAS IMPACTED GROUND WATER FLOW PATTERNS.  UNCONSOLIDATED SOIL  DEPOSITS HAVE
BEEN DISTURBED THROUGH SURFACE MINING OPERATIONS.  AS A RESULT, THE HYDROLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SURFACE
AREA, PARTICULARLY THE RECHARGE OF GROUND WATER AQUIFERS HAS BEEN SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERED.

   #SH
   SITE HISTORY

        THE LACKAWANNA VALLEY HAS HISTORICALLY BEEN EXTENSIVELY MINED FOR ANTHRACITE COAL.  FOLLOWING THE
MINING OPERATIONS, THE CITY OF SCRANTON USED THE UNRECLAIMED STRIP MINE PITS AS A MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AT LEAST
FROM 1967 THROUGH 1968.  RECORDS FROM THE PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES (PADER) ALSO
DOCUMENT THE DISPOSAL OF INDUSTRIAL WASTES.  AFTER THE LANDFILL OPERATION CEASED, DRUMMED INDUSTRIAL WASTES
WERE FOUND ON THE SURFACE OF THE SITE.

        BEGINNING IN 1981, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) AND THE PADER CONDUCTED VARIOUS FIELD



INSPECTIONS OF THE SITE.  THE MAJORITY OF THE SURFACE DRUMS WERE CONCENTRATED IN SIX AREAS (FIGURE 3).  MOST
OF THE DRUMS WERE OPEN AND THE CONTENTS MAY HAVE SPILLED DURING THE DUMPING.  MANY HAD ALSO BEEN PUNCTURED BY
BULLET HOLES.  AIR SAMPLING CLOSE TO THE DRUMS IDENTIFIED THE PRESENCE OF VOLATILE ORGANICS.  DRUM AND DRUM
SPILL SAMPLES WERE ANALYZED IN 1982 AND FOUND TO CONTAIN BENZENE, TOLUENE AND OTHER SUBSTITUTED BENZENES,
PHTHALATE ACID ESTERS, POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, CHLOROFORM AND OTHER ORGANIC
CHEMICALS.

        ON SEPTEMBER 11 THROUGH 12, 1983, A FIRE OCCURRED ON THE SURFACE OF THE LANDFILL.  IT APPEARS MINE
SPOIL WAS PUSHED OVER BURNING AREAS TO EXTINGUISH THE FIRE.  AS A RESULT, SOME DRUMS WERE PARTIALLY BURIED.
SINCE THE FIRE HAD ENGULFED SEVERAL DRUMS, IT PROMPTED EPA TO INSTITUTE AN IMMEDIATE REMOVAL.  DURING
SEPTEMBER THROUGH NOVEMBER OF 1983, APPROXIMATELY 1,200 DRUMS WERE REMOVED FROM THE SITE.

        THE INITIAL HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM (HRS) SCORE FOR THE SITE 27.32. AFTER ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION FROM
THE PADER INDICATING LARGER QUANTITIES OF POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES HAD BEEN DUMPED AT THE   SITE, THE
HRS SCORE WAS REVISED.  THE INCORPORATION OF THIS ADDITIONAL INFORMATION RESULTED IN A REVISED SCORE OF
30.94.  AFTER THE SITE HAD BEEN PROPOSED FOR PLACEMENT ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST,   AUTHORIZATION TO
PROCEED WITH A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WAS APPROVED IN NOVEMBER 1983.  A WORK PLAN WAS
DEVELOPED WHICH IDENTIFIED THE FOLLOWING DATA NEEDS:

        - DRUMMED WASTES WERE SPILLED ON THE SURFACE OF THE SITE AS
   INDICATED BY PREVIOUS SAMPLING.  SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING WAS REQUIRED TO
   DETERMINE THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION REMAINING IN AREAS
   WHERE FIELD OBSERVATIONS INDICATED THE PRESENCE OF ISOLATED, CRUSHED
   SURFACE DRUMS.

        - NO GROUND WATER DATA WAS AVAILABLE.  MONITORING WELLS WERE NEEDED
   TO DETERMINE THE PRESENCE AND MIGRATION OF POSSIBLE BULK OR DRUMMED
   WASTES BURIED WITHIN THE LANDFILL OPERATIONS WHICH MIGHT BE AFFECTING
   THE GROUND WATER REGIME.

        - SURFACE WATERS ON AND OFFSITE NEEDED TO BE SAMPLED TO DETERMINE
   THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION AND TO MONITOR POSSIBLE MIGRATION
   OF CONTAMINANTS.

        A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY WAS FUNDED AT A TOTAL
   COST OF $606,625 AND FIELD WORK BEGAN MARCH, 1984.

   #CSS
   CURRENT SITE STATUS

        GEOPHYSICAL SURVEYS WERE CONDUCTED DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION TO AID IN DETERMINING THE LIMITS
OF THE STRIP MINE PITS AND THE POSSIBLE OCCURRENCE OF BURIED DRUMS.  AN ELECTROMAGNETIC CONDUCTIVITY (EM)
SURVEY COUPLED WITH A REVIEW OF AVAILABLE MINING INFORMATION IDENTIFIED THE STRIP MINE PITS (FIGURE 4).  THE
EM SURVEY ALSO ESTIMATED THAT TRASH AND DEBRIS IS EXTENSIVE AND OCCURS TO DEPTHS OF UP TO 25 FEET IN THE
PITS.  BELOW THE TRASH AND DEBRIS IS A LAYER OF MINE SPOIL FILL RANGING FROM 25 TO 75 FEET FROM THE BOTTOM OF
THE TRASH AND DEBRIS TO THE BASE OF THE STRIP PITS.

        A MAGNETOMETER SURVEY WAS PERFORMED TO DELINEATE AREAS UNDERLAIN BY FERROMAGNETIC MATERIAL.  RESULTS
FROM THIS SURVEY INDICATED SIGNIFICANT AMOUNTS OF BURIED FERROMAGNETIC MATERIALS.  IN AN EFFORT TO DETERMINE
THE TYPE OF MATERIAL BURIED, NINE TEST PITS WERE EXCAVATED TO A DEPTH OF NINE FEET IN A LARGE GRID AREA WHICH
EXHIBITED EXTENSIVE ANOMALIES (ABOVE BACKGROUND LEVELS OF BURIED FERROMAGNETIC MATERIALS).  NO DRUMS WERE
ENCOUNTERED, ONLY TYPICAL MUNICIPAL LANDFILL METAL OBJECTS.  OTHER SMALLER GRID AREAS EXHIBITED SIMILAR
ANOMALIES.  DUE TO THE POSSIBLE INTERFERENCE OF CRUSHED BARRELS AND OTHER FERROMAGNETIC DEBRIS ON THE SURFACE
OF THESE AREAS COUPLED WITH THE RESULTS OF THE FIRST TEST PIT PROGRAM, IT WAS DECIDED NOT TO EXPAND THE TEST
PIT PROGRAM FOR THE PURPOSE OF IDENTIFYING OTHER SITE ANOMALIES.

        BENEATH THE SITE, AT LEAST EIGHT UNDERGROUND COAL SEAMS EXIST IN THE BEDROCK AND HAVE BEEN
EXTENSIVELY MINED (FIGURE 5).  BASED ON SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATIONS PERFORMED DURING THE RI, THE FOLLOWING COAL
SEAMS AND AVERAGE THICKNESSES HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED:

           COAL SEAM                          AVERAGE THICKNESS (FEET)

           DIAMOND                                       5
           ROCK                                          6
           BIG                                          11
           NEW COUNTY                                    4
           CLARK                                         3



           DUNMORE NO. 1                                 3
           DUNMORE NO. 2                                 3
           DUNMORE NO. 3                                 4.

        THESE SEAMS HAVE HAD AT LEAST 50 PERCENT OF THE COAL MINED (SINGER 1975).

        BEDROCK STRATIGRAPHY AS DETERMINED FROM DRILLING AND BOREHOLE GEOPHYSICS IS SUMMARIZED IN FIGURE 6. 
NATURALLY EXISTING FRACTURES AND FRACTURING DUE TO THE MINING OPERATION HAVE HAD A SUBSTANTIAL IMPACT ON THE
GROUND WATER HYDROLOGY.  MAJOR AQUIFERS THAT MAY HAVE EXISTED PRIOR TO MINING HAVE BEEN DEWATERED.  PERCHED
WATER ZONES EXIST WITHIN THE SHALLOW UNCONSOLIDATED DEPOSITS IN THE SITE AREA, HOWEVER, YIELDS ARE  GENERALLY
LESS THAN 1 GALLON PER MINUTE.  THE WATER IN THESE ZONES IS CONTROLLED BY (A) THE PRESENCE OF
LOW-PERMEABILITY TILL DEPOSITS AND (B) THE UNCONTROLLED DEPOSIT OF STRIP MINE SPOIL THAT CONTAINS VARYING  
QUANTITIES OF CLAY AND SILT MATERIALS.  BASED ON THE ABOVE, NO CONTINUOUS GROUND WATER LEVEL IS PRESENT
ACROSS THE SITE.

        STRUCTURAL GEOLOGY AND SUBSURFACE DRILLING INFORMATION HAS INDICATED AT LEAST FIVE DISTINCT
WATER-BEARING ZONES THAT WERE MONITORED IN THE BEDROCK.  THESE ZONES ARE PERCHED ON UNFRACTURED SHALE UNITS.
WATER IN THESE ZONES FLOWS TO A VAST MINE POOL EITHER BY VERTICALLY MIGRATING THROUGH FRACTURED ROCK AND MINE
OPENINGS (AIR SHAFTS, SLOPE OPENINGS, UNSEALED BOREHOLES) OR BY FOLLOWING GEOLOGIC STRUCTURE AND INTERCEPTING
THE MINE POOL AT AN ELEVATION OF APPROXIMATELY 600 FEET ABOVE MEAN SEA LEVEL.  WITHIN THE VICINITY OF THE
SITE, VERTICAL DISTANCE FROM THE SITE SURFACE TO THE MINE POOL RANGES BETWEEN 300 AND 350 FEET.

        THE MINE POOL WATER IS NOT A POTENTIAL SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER. BASED ON THE GROUND WATER PROTECTION
STRATEGY CATEGORIES, THE MINE POOL IS CONSIDERED A CLASS 3 AQUIFER DUE TO CONTAMINATION FROM MINE DRAINAGE.
LABORATORY ANALYSES INDICATE ITS QUALITY AS HAVING HIGH LEVELS OF DISSOLVED METALS AND IONIC CONSTITUENTS
(FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, LACKAWANNA SITE, FEBRUARY, 1985).

        THE SITE IS AN ABANDONED MUNICIPAL LANDFILL LOCATED IN A RECLAIMED STRIP MINE OPERATION.  CERTAIN
WASTE CHARACTERISTICS IDENTIFIED COULD BE REFLECTIVE OF EITHER OF THESE ACTIVITIES AS WELL AS UNPERMITTED  
DISPOSAL.  IN AN ATTEMPT TO SEGREGATE THESE CONTAMINATIONS FROM THE CONTAMINANTS RELATED TO THE INDUSTRIAL
WASTE DISPOSAL, A LITERATURE SEARCH WAS PERFORMED TO IDENTIFY DOCUMENTED DATA RELATING TO TYPICAL LANDFILL
AND ANTHRACITE COAL/SPOIL CHARACTERISTICS.  A DETAILED DISCUSSION OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION SAMPLING
RESULTS IS DESCRIBED BELOW.

        AIR SURVEYS, USING DIRECT-READING VOLATILE HYDROCARBON DETECTORS, WERE CONDUCTED DURING ALL FIELD
ACTIVITIES TO DETECT VOLATILE HYDROCARBONS.  EACH AREA WHERE DRUMS HAD BEEN LOCATED WAS INSPECTED AND  
SCANNED.  THERE WERE NO READINGS ABOVE BACKGROUND IN ANY OF THE AREAS. AT VARIOUS TIMES DURING FIELD VISITS
TO THE SITE, A SWEET CHEMICAL-LIKE AROMA WOULD BE DETECTED IN THE VICINITY OF POND NO. 1.  THE OCCURRENCE OF
THE AROMA WAS TRANSIENT AND SEEMED TO BE EMANATING FROM THE SURFACE SOILS, WATER, OR MUD ADJACENT TO THE
POND.  THIS ORGANIC VAPOR COULD NOT BE DETECTED ON THE DIRECT READING INSTRUMENTATION.  BASED ON ITS
PERSISTENCE, EPA DECIDED TO PERFORM A SECOND TEST PIT PROGRAM IN AN EFFORT TO IDENTIFY THE SOURCE AND EXTENT
OF CONTAMINATION.

        ELEVEN TEST PITS WERE EXCAVATED ADJACENT TO PONDS 1 AND 2 AND SOIL SAMPLES AT DIFFERENT DEPTHS WERE
SCREENED BY GAS CHROMATOGRAPHY FOR A SELECTION OF SAMPLES TO BE SENT TO THE CONTRACT LABORATORY PROGRAM FOR
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES LIST ANALYSIS.  THE SCREENING SHOWED TETRACHLOROETHYLENE AND/OR TOLUENE IN EIGHT OUT OF
THIRTEEN SAMPLES AND METHYLENE CHLORIDE IN ALL THIRTEEN SAMPLES.  FULL ANALYSES ALSO   INDICATED THE PRESENCE
OF METHYLENE CHLORIDE IN ALL SAMPLES.  ONE TEST PIT SAMPLE CONTAINED SEVERAL OTHER COMMONLY USED INDUSTRIAL
SOLVENTS INCLUDING ETHYLBENZENE, TOLUENE, XYLENE AND 4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE.   BIS(2-ETHYL HEXYL) PHTHALATE AND
PCB-1254 WERE ALSO PRESENT.  ANOTHER TEST PIT SAMPLE CONTAINED NUMEROUS POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS AS
WELL AS PCB-1254 (SEE TABLE 1).

        A COMPARISON OF TEST PIT INORGANIC RESULTS WITH BACKGROUND SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES SHOWS ONE TEST PIT TO
HAVE ELEVATED LEVELS OF CHROMIUM, COPPER, LEAD, MERCURY, TIN AND ZINC.  OTHER TEST PIT SAMPLES SHOWED  
ISOLATED INSTANCES OF HIGHER THAN BACKGROUND SURFACE SOIL METAL CONCENTRATIONS, BUT NO TEST PIT (OTHER THAN
TP20) HAD MORE THAN ONE METAL ABOVE BACKGROUND (REFERENCE PG. 3-18 VERSUS PG. 3-22 OF "REMEDIAL  
INVESTIGATION REPORT", TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE, NUS CORP., MAY, 1985).

        A TOTAL OF 17 SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED AND ANALYZED.  INORGANIC SURFACE
WATER RESULTS FROM ONSITE AND OFFSITE PONDS AND ST. JOHN'S CREEK WERE WITHIN EPA PRIMARY DRINKING WATER
STANDARDS. CONCENTRATIONS OF METALS IN ALL SEDIMENT SAMPLES (INCLUDING DOWNSTREAM SAMPLES) WERE SIMILAR WHEN
COMPARED TO A BACKGROUND (UPSTREAM) SAMPLE IN ST. JOHN'S CREEK.

        ORGANIC CONTAMINATION OF SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES WAS FOUND TO BE LOCALIZED IN POND 1 AND
2.  SAMPLES TAKEN FROM THESE TWO PONDS SHOWED SIMILAR ORGANIC CONSTITUENTS WHEN COMPARED TO THE TEST PIT
SAMPLES (12D AND 13E) FROM THE ADJACENT FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREA.  THESE PONDS AND SEDIMENT ARE PROBABLY
RECEIVING RUNOFF AND OCCASIONAL LEACHATE FROM THE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS DURING PERIODS OF HIGH RAINFALL.



        GROUND WATER SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED IN AUGUST AND OCTOBER OF 1984 AND IN APRIL 1985.  IN AUGUST, 17
OF 25 WELLS HAD ENOUGH WATER FOR ADEQUATE SAMPLE VOLUMES.  IN OCTOBER, ONLY 12 HAD WATER WHILE IN APRIL  ONLY
15 HAD A SUFFICIENT QUANTITY OF WATER TO SAMPLE.  SOME WELLS HAVE NOT PRODUCED ANY WATER SINCE THEY WERE
CONSTRUCTED.  TWO OF THESE WERE INSTALLED UP DIP FROM THE SITE IN AN ATTEMPT TO DELINEATE AN UPGRADIENT AND
POSSIBLE BACKGROUND FLOW.  THUS, NO BACKGROUND SAMPLE WAS COLLECTED.

        NONE OF THE PRIMARY DRINKING WATER LEVELS WERE EXCEEDED FOR INORGANICS.  THE FACT THAT IRON AND
MANGANESE EXCEEDED SECONDARY STANDARDS COULD BE THE RESULT OF THE FORMER MINING OPERATIONS.  ORGANIC  
CONTAMINATION OF THE GROUND WATER WAS MINIMAL IN TERMS OF (A) THE NUMBER OF WELLS AFFECTED; (B) THE NUMBER OF
CONTAMINANTS DETECTED; AND (C) THEIR CONCENTRATIONS.  METHYLENE CHLORIDE WAS DETECTED AT FOUR LOCATIONS 
WHILE BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE WAS FOUND AT FIVE LOCATIONS WITH NO APPARENT PATTERN.  MONITORING WELL 3C,
THE MOST EASTERLY AND DEEPEST WELL (191 FEET), WAS THE ONLY WELL SHOWING APPRECIABLE CONTAMINATION IN   TERMS
OF THE NUMBER OF DIFFERENT ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS DETECTED (9 CONTAMINANTS).  CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN IN
MONITORING WELL 3C INCLUDE 1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE (29 PPB), 2,4-DINITROTOLUENE (10 PPB), AND
N-NITROSODI-N-PROPYLAMINE (32 PPB).  BOTH METHYLENE CHLORIDE AND BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL)PHTHALATE WERE ABSENT FROM
THE GROUND WATER SAMPLE COLLECTED AT THIS LOCATION.  THIS WELL (3C) ALSO DID NOT PRODUCE ENOUGH   SAMPLE
VOLUME DURING THE SECOND SAMPLING SERIES.

        ORGANIC CHEMICAL CONTAMINATION OF SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES (COMPOSITES OF 0-2 FEET SOIL/MINE SPOIL COVER)
WAS MINIMAL IN TERMS OF PREVALENCE AND CONCENTRATION OF ORGANIC COMPOUNDS.  HIGH MOLECULAR WEIGHT ORGANICS
(PHTHALATES AND/OR POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS) WERE DETECTED IN FIVE SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES.  NO
PARTICULAR PATTERN OF CONTAMINATION WAS OBVIOUS.  THE OCCURRENCE OF THESE COMPOUNDS IN A REGION WHERE
ANTHRACITE COAL WAS EXTENSIVELY MINED AND MINE SPOIL WAS USED AS BACKFILL FOR THE LANDFILL OPERATIONS IS NOT
UNEXPECTED.  THESE COMPOUNDS ALSO TEND TO BIND TIGHTLY TO THE ORGANIC CONSTITUENTS IN SOILS AND ARE THEREFORE
RELATIVELY IMMOBILE.

        THE OCCURRENCE OF INORGANIC (METALS) CHEMICALS IN SURFACE SOILS WAS WIDESPREAD BOTH IN TERMS OF
PREVALENCE AND CONCENTRATIONS.  A PATTERN OF OCCURRENCE IN THE SURFACE SOILS IS APPARENT WITH LEAD AND
ARSENIC. CLUSTERS OF SOIL SAMPLES WITH ELEVATED ARSENIC AND LEAD LEVELS WERE OBSERVED IN THE SOUTHWESTERN
PORTION OF DEPRESSION NO. 2 AND ELEVATED LEAD LEVELS WERE OBSERVED IN DEPRESSION NO. 3 (TABLE 2).  BOTH OF
THESE AREAS WERE FORMER SURFACE DRUM STORAGE AREAS.

   CONCLUSIONS

        - SEVERELY FRACTURED ROCK IS PRESENT BENEATH THE SITE.  THE ROCK
   FORMATION HAS NATURALLY-OCCURRING FRACTURES; HOWEVER, AS A RESULT OF THE
   EXTENSIVE UNDERGROUND COAL MINING (8 SEAMS), THE FRACTURING IS MORE
   EXTENSIVE THAN EXPECTED.

        - LIMITED GROUND WATER FLOW ENTERS THE DIAMOND AND ROCK COAL STRIP
   MINE PIT THAT WAS USED IN THE LANDFILL OPERATION.

        - GROUND WATER FLOW IS CONTROLLED BY FRACTURES, JOINTS, ABANDONED
   UNDERGROUND MINE WORKINGS, AND OTHER MINING RELATED OPENINGS (FOR
   EXAMPLE, BOREHOLES, SHAFTS, STRIP PITS).

        - A CONTINUOUS GROUND WATER LEVEL IS NOT PRESENT ACROSS THE SITE.
   PERCHED (LOCALIZED POCKETS OF WATER) WATER TABLES ARE PRESENT AND HAVE
   DEVELOPED FROM THE EXTENSIVE REHANDLING OF THE SOIL MATERIALS AND ROCK
   DURING THE MINING AND LANDFILL OPERATIONS.

        - SURFACE SOILS ANALYSIS INDICATED THE PRESENCE OF HEAVY METALS IN
   DEPRESSIONS NO. 2 AND 3.

         - SURFACE WATER ANALYSIS INDICATES THE PRESENCE OF LIMITED
   VOLATILE ORGANICS AND PESTICIDES.  THESE CONTAMINANTS ARE PRIMARILY IN
   POND NO. 1.

        - SEDIMENT ANALYSIS INDICATED THE PRESENCE OF VOLATILE ORGANICS AND
   PCBS PRIMARILY IN POND NO. 1.

        - THE AREA BETWEEN DEPRESSIONS NO. 2 AND 3 STILL HAS CRUSHED DRUMS
   AND REMNANTS THAT ARE ON THE SURFACE AND/OR PARTIALLY BURIED.

        - AREAS ADJACENT TO PONDS NOS. 1 AND 2 HAVE DRUMS PROTRUDING FROM
   THE SLOPES.



   ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENT

        THE PRIMARY MECHANISMS FOR EXPOSURE TO SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT-BOUND CONTAMINANTS IS BY DIRECT
SKIN CONTACT WHICH MAY OCCUR WITH OCCASIONAL ACCIDENTAL CONTACT WITH CONTAMINANTS BY SITE TRESPASSERS. 
INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED SURFACE WATER OR SEDIMENTS ALTHOUGH UNLIKELY IS ALSO A VIABLE PATHWAY.  TOLUENE AND
CARBON DISULFIDE (DETECTED IN POND NO. 1) BOTH HAVE DEMONSTRATED MUTAGENIC AND REPRODUCTIVE EFFECTS IN ANIMAL
STUDIES.

        A DISCERNIBLE ODOR OF VOLATILE ORGANIC VAPORS PERSISTS WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES AND ADJACENT TO FORMER
DRUM STORAGE AREAS NOS. 1 AND 2. THESE EMISSIONS COULD CONSTITUTE AN INHALATION THREAT TO SITE   TRESPASSERS.

        ALTHOUGH THE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS MENTIONED IN THE GROUND WATER HAVE TOXIC BIOLOGICAL HEALTH EFFECTS
ASSOCIATED WITH THEM (SUSPECTED HUMAN AND ANIMAL CARCINOGENS WITH LONG TERM EXPOSURE), THE RISK OF
DELETERIOUS HEALTH EFFECTS TO ANY INDIVIDUAL IN THE VICINITY OF THE SITE FROM CONSUMPTION OF THE WATER IS
VERY MINIMAL.  BECAUSE OF THE GENERAL POOR QUALITY OF THE GROUND WATER IN THE LACKAWANNA VALLEY FROM ACID
MINE DRAINAGE AND HARDNESS, WHICH ARE DISTINCT FROM ANY INFLUENCE OF THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE, GROUND WATER IS
NOT USED FOR CONSUMPTION IN THE AREA.  CONSEQUENTLY, THERE IS NO KNOWN GROUNDWATER EXPOSURE PATHWAY FOR  THE
CONTAMINANTS, NOR ARE THERE LIKELY TO BE ANY IN THE FUTURE.  THE MOST LIKELY PATHWAY OF CONCERN WOULD BE THE
DISCHARGE OF THE MINE POOL INTO THE LACKAWANNA RIVER WHICH IS LOCATED FOUR MILES DOWNSTREAM FROM   THE SITE.

        THE MAJOR CONTAMINANT PATHWAY OF CONCERN WITH SURFACE SOIL CONTAMINANTS WOULD BE DIRECT CONTACT TO
SITE TRESPASSERS AND WILDLIFE. THERE WAS NO INDICATION OF HIGH ARSENIC AND LEAD LEVELS IN GROUND WATER,  
SURFACE WATERS, AND SEDIMENTS.  THIS WOULD SUGGEST THAT THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT MIGRATION CONCERN. 
INHALATION OF DUSTS BEARING LEAD AT APPRECIABLE EXPOSURE LEVELS ALSO HAS A LOW PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE  
BECAUSE OF THE HIGH DEGREE OF VEGETATIVE COVER ON THE SITE WHICH TENDS TO MINIMIZE DUST GENERATION.

   #AE
   ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

        THE MAJOR OBJECTIVES FOR REMEDIAL ACTION TO BE TAKEN AT THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE IS TO MITIGATE OR
ELIMINATE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION THROUGH INHALATION OF ORGANIC VAPORS AND DIRECT CONTACT WITH OR  
INGESTION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS, SEDIMENTS, AND SURFACE WATER.  THE DECISION WHETHER REMEDIAL ACTION IS
NECESSARY FOR GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION (FOUND IN WELL 3C) WILL BE DEFERRED PENDING FURTHER  INVESTIGATION,
IN ORDER TO FULLY ASSESS THE NATURE OF DETECTED CONTAMINATION.

        IT IS IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT ANY REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED ONSITE MUST CONSIDER THE POTENTIAL OF
SUBSIDENCE.  MINE SUBSIDENCE, WHICH RESULTED FROM THE UNDERGROUND MINING OF NUMEROUS COAL SEAMS, IS  
EVIDENCED BY DOCUMENTED GRADUAL AND CATASTROPHIC CHANGES TO SURFACE TOPOGRAPHY AND STRUCTURAL DAMAGE TO
BUILDINGS, ROADS, AND UTILITIES.  A COMPREHENSIVE STUDY PERFORMED BY H.R.B. SINGER (1975) CLASSIFIED THE  
SITE TO BE WITHIN A "PRECAUTIONARY AREA.".  THIS CLASSIFICATION IMPLIES THAT FUTURE SUBSIDENCE IS PROBABLE IF
IT HAS NOT YET PROGRESSED TO COMPLETION.  THE REPORT ALSO PREDICTED THAT SUBSIDENCES IN THE VICINITY OF THE
SITE COULD VARY FROM 1.3 TO 16.3 FEET FROM THE PRE-MINING ELEVATIONS.

        IN ADDITION TO MINE SUBSIDENCE, THE SITE MAY INCUR OTHER SURFACE DISTURBANCE PROBLEMS BECAUSE OF THE
SETTLEMENT OF THE MUNICIPAL REFUSE. SETTLEMENT WILL OCCUR AS A RESULT OF (1) PHYSICAL CHANGES TO THE FILL
CAUSED BY BIOLOGICAL AND CHEMICAL ACTION; (2) WATER PERCOLATING THROUGH THE WASTES; AND (3) THE LOADING
CAUSED BY THE WEIGHT OF SUBSEQUENT LAYERING OF REFUSE OR COVER MATERIAL.  ALTHOUGH ALL OF THESE FACTORS ARE
TIME-DEPENDENT AND THERE IS NO INFORMATION AS TO THE AMOUNT OF SETTLEMENT AND/OR SUBSIDENCE WHICH HAS
OCCURRED, IT IS SAFE TO ASSUME THAT THE SITE WILL SETTLE IF A SITE-SPECIFIC REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
REQUIRES ADDITIONAL FILL MATERIAL PLACEMENT.

        THE NCP SPECIFIES THAT REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES SHOULD BE CLASSIFIED EITHER AS SOURCE CONTROL (40 CFR
300.68(E)(2)) OR OFFSITE (MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION) REMEDIAL ACTIONS (40 CFR 300.68(E)(3)).  SOURCE CONTROL 
REMEDIAL ACTIONS ADDRESS SITUATIONS IN WHICH HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES REMAIN AT OR NEAR THE AREAS IN WHICH THEY
WERE ORIGINALLY LOCATED AND ARE NOT ADEQUATELY CONTAINED TO PREVENT MIGRATION INTO THE ENVIRONMENT.  
MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION REMEDIAL ACTIONS ADDRESS SITUATIONS IN WHICH THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES HAVE LARGELY
MIGRATED FROM THEIR ORIGINAL LOCATIONS.  ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED MAY FALL SOLELY IN EITHER CLASSIFICATION OR
MAY INVOLVE A COMBINATION OF SOURCE CONTROL AND MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION MEASURES, AS DETERMINED BY THE
SPECIFIC SITE PROBLEMS ADDRESSED.

        IN AN EFFORT TO DETERMINE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR THE SUBJECT SITE, FEASIBLE TECHNOLOGIES WERE
IDENTIFIED FOR CONSIDERATION IN EACH RESPONSE ACTION (SOURCE CONTROL AND MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION).  AVAILABLE
TECHNOLOGIES WERE THEN SCREENED TO ELIMINATE ALL BUT THE MOST DEFINITIVE AND IMPLEMENTABLE ALTERNATIVES. 
THIS SCREENING INCLUDED: TECHNICAL (SITE CONDITIONS OR WASTE CHARACTERISTICS), ENVIRONMENTAL AND PUBLIC
HEALTH, INSTITUTIONAL, PERFORMANCE AND COST CRITERIA.

        CERTAIN RESPONSE ACTIONS AND TECHNOLOGIES WERE NOT ASSOCIATED WITH ANY SPECIFIC REMEDIAL OBJECTIVE OR



FEASIBLE TECHNOLOGY FOR THE SITE. THESE TECHNOLOGIES AND RESPONSE ACTIONS AND THE RATIONALE FOR NOT  
INCLUDING THEM ARE LISTED ON TABLE 3.  FURTHER DETAIL OF THIS INITIAL SCREENING IS INCLUDED IN SECTION 2 OF
THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.

        THOSE TECHNOLOGIES THAT HAVE PASSED THE TECHNOLOGY SCREENING PROCESS WERE USED TO FORM REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVES.  REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES WERE DEVELOPED USING BEST ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT TO SELECT A TECHNOLOGY
OR GROUPS OF TECHNOLOGIES THAT BEST ADDRESS THE PROBLEMS EXISTING AT THE SITE TO PROTECT PUBLIC HEALTH AND
THE ENVIRONMENT.

       IN ORDER TO STUDY A RANGE OF RESPONSES, SITE REMEDIATION ALTERNATIVES THAT FALL INTO ONE OF FIVE
DIFFERENT CATEGORIES ARE DEVELOPED.  THESE CATEGORIES ARE DESCRIBED BELOW.

        - NO ACTION:  NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVES COULD INCLUDE MONITORING ACTIVITIES.

        - ALTERNATIVES THAT MEET THE CERCLA GOALS OF PREVENTING OR
   MINIMIZING PRESENT OR FUTURE MIGRATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND
   PROTECTING HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, BUT WHICH DO NOT ATTAIN ALL
   OF THE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT STANDARDS.  (THIS CATEGORY MAY INCLUDE AN
   ALTERNATIVE THAT CLOSELY APPROACHES BUT DOES NOT MEET THE LEVEL OF
   PROTECTION PROVIDED BY THE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT STANDARDS.).

        - ALTERNATIVES THAT MEET CERCLA GOALS AND ATTAIN ALL APPLICABLE OR
   RELEVANT FEDERAL PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS, GUIDANCE,
   AND ADVISORIES.

        - ALTERNATIVES THAT EXCEED ALL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT FEDERAL
   PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS, GUIDANCE, AND ADVISORIES.

        - ALTERNATIVES SPECIFYING OFFSITE STORAGE, DESTRUCTION, TREATMENT,
   OR SECURE DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AT A FACILITY APPROVED UNDER
   THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA).  SUCH A FACILITY MUST
   ALSO BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL OTHER APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
   AGENCY (EPA) STANDARDS.

        THE EVALUATION CRITERIA SELECTED WERE:  TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY, PUBLIC HEALTH, ENVIRONMENT,
INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION, AND COST EFFECTIVENESS.  PARTICULAR EMPHASIS WAS PLACED ON:

             - TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY
             - PERFORMANCE
             - IMPLEMENTABILITY
             - RELIABILITY

             - PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION
               - REDUCTION OF HEALTH IMPACTS

             - ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
               - REDUCTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
               - PROTECTION OF NATURAL RESOURCES

             - INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION
               - LEGAL REQUIREMENTS, INSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS
               - COMMUNITY IMPACTS

             - COST EFFECTIVENESS
               - CAPITAL COSTS
               - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
               - PRESENT WORTH VALUES
               - SENSITIVITY ANALYSES.

        TECHNOLOGIES REMAINING AFTER THE INITIAL SCREENING WERE COMBINED IN LOGICAL GROUPS CALLED COMPONENTS
IN ORDER TO FIT INTO THE FIVE DIFFERENT CATEGORIES MENTIONED ABOVE.  THESE COMPONENTS WERE THEN COMBINED TO
FORM VARIOUS REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES.  THESE ASSOCIATED ALTERNATIVES ARE LISTED IN TABLE 4 WITH ASSOCIATED
COSTS.

   DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

   A. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE



   ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 -  NO ACTION WITH MONITORING

        UNDER THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE, ADDITIONAL REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES WOULD NOT BE PERFORMED.  HOWEVER, A
LONG-TERM MONITORING PROGRAM WOULD BE ESTABLISHED TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON CONTAMINANT CONCENTRATIONS  
REMAINING AND EXTENT OF POTENTIAL MIGRATION.  THE MONITORING PROGRAM WOULD INCLUDE GROUND WATER, SURFACE
WATER, SEDIMENT SAMPLING, AND RESPECTIVE ANALYSIS.

        GROUND WATER SAMPLES ANALYZED DURING THE RI INDICATED THAT CONTAMINATION WAS PRESENT IN ISOLATED
WELLS AT VARYING DEPTHS DURING ONE SAMPLING SERIES.  ANALYTICAL RESULTS FROM THE SECOND SAMPLING SERIES DID
NOT DETECT THE SAME CONTAMINATION OR SAMPLING WAS NOT PERFORMED FOR SPECIFIC WELLS BECAUSE OF A LACK OF
SUFFICIENT WATER VOLUME IN THE WELLS.  EXISTING AND TWO PLANNED MONITORING WELLS CAN BE MONITORED TO  
MEASURE POSSIBLE FUTURE MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS RESULTING FROM EITHER THE MINING OPERATION, LANDFILL
ACTIVITIES, OR DISPOSAL OF INDUSTRIAL WASTES.  SHOULD SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN CONCENTRATION, CONTAMINANTS 
DETECTED AND/OR NUMBER OF WELLS INDICATING CONTAMINATION OCCUR, THE SITE COULD BE RE-EVALUATED AND REMEDIAL
ACTIONS COULD BE IMPLEMENTED IF NECESSARY.

        SURFACE WATERS AND SEDIMENTS FROM POND NOS. 1 AND 2 WERE FOUND TO BE CONTAMINATED AND COULD POSE A
PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN.  SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS AT BOTH LOCATIONS WOULD IDENTIFY ANY   CHANGE
TO THE KNOWN CONTAMINATION.

        DUE TO SEASONAL VARIATIONS SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS SHOULD BE CONDUCTED ON A QUARTERLY BASIS FOR A
PERIOD OF 30 YEARS.  DURING THIS PERIOD, PORTIONS OF THE PROGRAM CAN BE REVISED AND ELIMINATED BASED ON   NEW
DATA.  IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT GROUND WATER SAMPLING NOT BE ELIMINATED.

        SITE MONITORING (DESCRIBED ABOVE), THE REMEDIATION OF PONDS 1 AND 2 AND ADJACENT FORMER SURFACE DRUM
STORAGE AREAS (WHICH IS DESCRIBED BELOW) AND REMOVAL OF SURFACE WASTES (I.E., REMNANTS AND CRUSHED DRUMS) ARE
THREE COMPONENTS THAT ARE COMMON TO MOST OF THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES UNLESS SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED. 
THEREFORE, THESE COMPONENTS WILL NOT BE DESCRIBED IN DETAIL WITH EACH ALTERNATIVE.

   - COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES

   DRUMS STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2, INCLUDING PONDS 1 AND 2 (FIGURE 7)

        POND NOS. 1 AND 2 ARE DEPRESSIONS OR POORLY DRAINED AREAS THAT COLLECT WATER AND ACT AS SEASONAL
PONDS WITH FLUCTUATING WATER LEVELS. POND NO. 2 WAS OBSERVED TO DRY UP IN THE SUMMER WHILE POND NO. 1 VARIES
FROM 1 TO 3 FEET OF WATER, DEPENDING ON THE SEASON.  THE ESTIMATED VOLUME OF WATER TO BE COLLECTED AND
EVENTUALLY TREATED IS APPROXIMATELY 191,200 GALLONS.  THE AMOUNT OF WATER THAT NEEDS TO BE TREATED CAN BE
REDUCED BY MINIMIZING SURFACE WATER RUN-ON AND IMPLEMENTING THIS COMPONENT OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE DURING
DRY PERIODS OF THE YEAR. THE WATER WILL EITHER BE PUMPED INTO AN ONSITE ACTIVATED CARBON TREATMENT SYSTEM FOR
SUBSEQUENT DISCHARGE INTO ST. JOHN'S CREEK OR INTO A 5,000-GALLON TANK TRUCK USING CONVENTIONAL PUMPS AND
TRANSPORTED TO AN OFFSITE TREATMENT FACILITY.  THE USE OF A MOBILE TREATMENT UNIT ONSITE WOULD REQUIRE
APPROXIMATELY 10 DAYS OF TREATMENT OF 40 GPM.  THE OFFSITE TREATMENT WOULD REQUIRE APPROXIMATELY 39 TRUCK
TRIPS TO DISPOSE OF THE CONTAMINATED WATER.

       ONCE THE PONDS ARE DRAINED, THE SEDIMENTS WILL BE EXCAVATED TO BACKGROUND LEVELS FROM POND NOS. 1 AND
2 BY CONVENTIONAL EXCAVATION PRACTICES (BULLDOZER AND LOADER).  THE PONDS RECEIVE RUNOFF FROM A FIVE   ACRE
VEGETATED/WOODED AREA OF THE SITE.  THIS RESULTS IN LOW-SEDIMENT-BEARING RUNOFF.  THEREFORE, SEDIMENTS WILL
BE REMOVED TO AN ESTIMATED DEPTH OF 2 FEET, WHICH TOTALS ABOUT 1,100 CUBIC YARDS.

        THE MATERIALS (SOILS AND WASTES) IN FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2 WOULD BE EXCAVATED TO
BACKGROUND LEVELS.  THE ESTIMATED AREAL AND VERTICAL EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION WAS CONFIRMED BY TEST PITS AND
SOIL SAMPLING COMPLETED IN MARCH 1985.  QUANTITY OF MATERIALS TO BE EXCAVATED WAS ESTIMATED TO A DEPTH OF
APPROXIMATELY 8 FEET WITHIN AN APPROXIMATE 0.3 ACRE AREA (ABOUT 13,500 SQUARE FEET) WHICH WOULD RESULT IN
4,000 CUBIC YARDS OF MATERIAL.

        ULTIMATE DISPOSAL OF ALL EXCAVATED MATERIALS (SEDIMENTS, SOILS AND WASTES) IS DESCRIBED UNDER EACH
ALTERNATIVE.  FOLLOWING EXCAVATION OF THESE AREAS AND THE PONDS, THE AREAS WILL BE BACKFILLED AND REGRADED TO
PROMOTE PROPER SURFACE RUNOFF DRAINAGE.  DEPENDING ON FUTURE USE OF THE AREA OR NEED FOR THE ACCESS ROAD THAT
SEPARATES POND NOS. 1 AND 2, THE AREA COULD BE REGRADED WITH OR WITHOUT A CULVERT.  IN THIS ALTERNATIVE, A
CULVERT IS ASSUMED TO BE INSTALLED AND THE ACCESS ROAD RECONSTRUCTED. THIS WILL PREVENT THE FUTURE PONDING OF
WATER IN THE AREA OF POND NO. 1.

        COVERING FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS NOS. 1 AND 2 WITH SOIL WAS NOT EVALUATED SINCE THIS REMEDY WOULD
NOT BE AN EFFECTIVE SOURCE CONTROL MEASURE.  VOLATILE ORGANICS IN THESE AREAS WOULD CONTINUE TO EMANATE
THROUGH A PERMEABLE COVER.  THESE COMPOUNDS ALSO EXHIBIT HIGH SOIL MIGRATION MOBILITY INDICES (I.E.
4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE AND TOLUENE ARE CONSIDERED TO BE VERY MOBILE WHILE METHYLENE CHLORIDE IS EXTREMELY
MOBILE).



        CAPPING THESE AREAS WITH CLAY WAS CONSIDERED TO BE A RELIABLE REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGY SINCE IT WOULD
REDUCE THE POTENTIAL FOR AIR EMISSIONS AS WELL AS INFILTRATION OF PRECIPITATION THROUGH CONTAMINATED  
MATERIALS.  FOR THE CLAY CAP TO BE EFFECTIVE, ITS INTEGRITY MUST BE MAINTAINED.  THEREFORE, GROUTING OF THE
MINE VOIDS BENEATH THIS AREA WOULD BE REQUIRED TO PREVENT SUBSIDENCE.  COMPLIANCE WITH RCRA CLOSURE   AND
POST CLOSURE REGULATIONS WOULD ALSO BE REQUIRED SINCE ABOVE BACKGROUND LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION WOULD BE LEFT
ON SITE.  BASED ON THE HIGHER COST OF IMPLEMENTING THIS REMEDY AND THE FACT THAT IT DOES NOT   SUBSTANTIALLY
PROVIDE GREATER PUBLIC HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, THIS REMEDY WAS NOT CONSIDERED FOR FURTHER
DETAILED EVALUATION.

   B. ALTERNATIVES THAT MEET THE OBJECTIVES OF CERCLA

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 - PARTIALLY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, DISPOSE
   ONSITE IN STORAGE AREA 6, AND COVER WITH A SOIL CAP

        IN ADDITION TO EXCAVATED MATERIALS FROM FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2 AND SEDIMENTS FROM PONDS 1
AND 2, THE SURFACE SOILS IN AN AREA LOCATED SOUTHWEST OF FORMER DRUM STORAGE 6 WILL BE EXCAVATED TO A DEPTH
OF 2 FEET.  THESE SOILS WERE FOUND TO HAVE THE HIGHEST LEVELS (370 PPM AVE.) OF LEAD FOUND DURING THE RI
SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING PROGRAM.  THE EXCAVATION DEPTH IS ASSOCIATED TO THE DEPTH OF THE LANDFILL COVER PLACED
OVER THE LANDFILL WASTES.  BENEATH THIS DEPTH, LANDFILL WASTE AND/OR A LANDFILL/SOIL MATRIX EXIST.  THE
ESTIMATED EXCAVATION VOLUME IS 8,900 CUBIC YARDS.

        VERTICAL EXCAVATION OF SURFACE SOILS (LANDFILL COVER) DOWN TO THE MUNICIPAL WASTE INTERFACE MAY NOT
CONSTITUTE REMOVAL TO BACKGROUND LEVELS.  MIGRATION OF HAZARDOUS WASTE INTO THE GARBAGE WOULD REQUIRE  
REMOVAL OF THE GARBAGE.  SHOULD SURFACE SOIL CONTAMINATION DUE TO UNPERMITTED SURFACE DISPOSAL (I.E. LEAKING
DRUMS) BE SIMILAR TO CONTAMINATION COMMONLY FOUND IN MUNICIPAL WASTE, A DISTINCT SEPARATION OF RCRA SUBTITLE
C (HAZARDOUS) AND SUBTITLE D (MUNICIPAL) WASTE WOULD BE DIFFICULT TO ASCERTAIN.

        ALL OF THE EXCAVATED MATERIALS, APPROXIMATELY 14,000 CUBIC YARDS TOTAL, WOULD BE DISPOSED IN FORMER
DRUM STORAGE AREA 6.  EXCAVATED AREAS AND EXPOSED GARBAGE WOULD BE BACKFILLED WITH LOCAL SOILS AND MINE SPOIL
TO PROVIDE A COVER FOR REVEGETATION AND MINIMIZE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS RELATED TO LANDFILLS.

        A SOIL CAP WILL BE PLACED OVER THE EXCAVATED MATERIAL AFTER IT HAS BEEN DEPOSITED INTO FORMER DRUM
STORAGE AREA 6.  THE CAP WILL CONSIST OF A MINIMUM OF 24 INCHES OF SOIL AND/OR MINE SPOIL.  POST CLOSURE  
MAINTENANCE OF THE SOIL COVER WILL BE REQUIRED.  THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS CAP IS TO PROVIDE PROTECTION FROM
DIRECT CONTACT EXPOSURE TO THE EXCAVATED MATERIAL.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 - PARTIALLY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, STABILIZE THE MATERIALS, DISPOSE ONSITE IN    
STORAGE AREA 6, AND COVER WITH A SOIL CAP

        THIS ALTERNATIVE IS SIMILAR TO ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 WITH THE ADDITION OF STABILIZING THE SEDIMENTS AND
WASTE MATERIALS.  A BINDING AGENT, SUCH AS CEMENT, COULD BE USED TO BIND CONTAMINATED MATERIAL IN A STABLE,
SOLID MASS.  FURTHERMORE, THE WASTES ARE RENDERED VIRTUALLY NONLEACHABLE.  BASED ON THE AVAILABLE SITE DATA,
APPROXIMATELY ONE CUBIC YARD OF CEMENT WOULD BE MIXED WITH EVERY 3 CUBIC YARDS OF WASTE   MATERIALS.  THIS
MIXING COULD BE ACCOMPLISHED BY PRE-MANUFACTURED SOIL BLENDERS, FARM DISCS, OR EARTH MOVING EQUIPMENT.  FOR
THE PARTIAL REMOVAL ALTERNATIVE, THE ESTIMATED VOLUME OF STABILIZED WASTE MATERIAL   TO BE DISPOSED WOULD BE
22,400 CUBIC YARDS; AN INCREASE OF APPROXIMATELY 5,600 CUBIC YARDS OVER NON-STABILIZED PARTIAL REMOVAL.  THE
COMBINED MIXTURE WOULD THEN BE DISPOSED AND SOIL CAPPED IN FORMER DRUM AREA 6.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 - COMPLETELY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, DISPOSE
   ONSITE IN STORAGE AREA 6, AND COVER WITH A SOIL CAP

        COMPLETE REMOVAL INCLUDES ALL OF THE EXCAVATION DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 WITH THE ADDITION OF
APPROXIMATELY 2 FEET OF COVER MATERIAL BEING EXCAVATED FROM THE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 3 AND 4, AND   THE
REMOVAL STAGING AREA.  THESE ADDITIONAL AREAS WERE INCLUDED BASED ON BEING FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS. 
ALTHOUGH SURFACE SOIL SAMPLING IN THESE AREAS DID NOT INDICATE SIGNIFICANT LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION WHICH  
MAY HAVE OCCURRED FROM SPILLAGE OF UNPERMITTED DISPOSAL ACTIVITY, ANALYSES DID INDICATE LEVELS ABOVE
BACKGROUND SAMPLES.  THE ESTIMATED VOLUME OF MATERIAL TO BE EXCAVATED IS ABOUT 2,600 AND 1,850 CUBIC YARDS,
RESPECTIVELY.  THE DEPTH OF EXCAVATION IS AGAIN LIMITED TO THE LANDFILL COVER ABOVE THE MUNICIPAL GARBAGE (AS
DESCRIBED IN ALT. 2).  THE TOTAL VOLUME OF MATERIAL TO BE EXCAVATED FOR COMPLETE REMOVAL IS ESTIMATED TO BE
APPROXIMATELY 18,500 CUBIC YARDS.  THE ADDITIONAL EXCAVATED AREAS WOULD ALSO BE BACKFILLED SO THAT EXPOSED
REFUSE WOULD BE COVERED WITH LOCAL SOILS OR MINE SPOIL TO MINIMIZE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS RELATED TO
LANDFILLS AND PROVIDE A COVER FOR REVEGETATION.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 5 - COMPLETELY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, STABILIZE
   THE MATERIALS, DISPOSE ONSITE IN STORAGE AREA 6, AND COVER WITH A SOIL CAP

        THIS ALTERNATIVE IS SIMILAR TO ALTERNATIVE 3, WITH THE ADDITIONAL AREAS DESCRIBED IN ALTERNATIVE 4. 



BASED ON THIS ADDITIONAL EXCAVATED MATERIAL, THE ESTIMATED VOLUME OF STABILIZED WASTE MATERIAL TO BE  
DISPOSED WOULD BE 40,000 CUBIC YARDS; AN INCREASE OF APPROXIMATELY 10,000 CUBIC YARDS OVER THE NON-STABILIZED
COMPLETE REMOVAL.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 6 - PARTIALLY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, DISPOSE
   ONSITE IN STORAGE AREA 6 AND COVER WITH A CLAY CAP

        THIS ALTERNATIVE IS IDENTICAL TO ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 WITH THE EXCEPTION OF PLACING A CLAY CAP RATHER
THAN A SOIL COVER OVER DISPOSED ONSITE MATERIALS.  THIS CAP WOULD CONSIST OF A PROPOSED MINIMUM 2 FEET OF
COMPACTED CLAY MATERIAL WITH A PERMEABILITY OF LESS THAN 1 X 10-7 CM/SEC PLACED ACROSS THE SURFACE OF THE
DEPOSITED WASTE.  THIS CLAY MATERIAL WOULD HAVE TO BE HAULED IN FROM OFFSITE, SINCE MATERIALS FOUND  ONSITE
ARE NOT SUFFICIENTLY IMPERMEABLE.  A 12-INCH-THICK DRAINAGE LAYER WOULD THEN BE PLACED OVER THE CLAY.  THIS
DRAINAGE LAYER WOULD BE COMPOSED OF SAND AND/OR PEA GRAVEL, AND HAVE A MINIMUM PERMEABILITY OF  10-3 CM/SEC. 
THE DRAINAGE LAYER WOULD BE COVERED WITH A GEOTEXTILE MATERIAL ACTING AS A FILTER TO MINIMIZE FINE SOIL
MATERIALS FROM CLOGGING THE DRAINAGE LAYER.  A MINIMUM OF 24 INCHES OF SOIL WOULD THEN   BE PLACED OVER THE
CLAY TO PROTECT THE CLAY AND TO PROVIDE A ROOT-GROWTH ZONE.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 7 - COMPLETELY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, DISPOSE
   ONSITE IN STORAGE AREA 6, AND COVER WITH A CLAY CAP

      THIS ALTERNATIVE IS IDENTICAL TO ALTERNATIVE 4 WITH THE DIFFERENCE OF PLACING A CLAY CAP OVER DISPOSED
ONSITE MATERIALS INSTEAD OF A SOIL COVER.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 11 - PARTIALLY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS AND DISPOSE
   OFFSITE AT RCRA-APPROVED HWMF

      THIS ALTERNATIVE IS SIMILAR TO ALTERNATIVE NO. 2 WITH THE EXCEPTION THAT CONTAMINATED SEDIMENTS, SOILS,
AND CRUSHED DRUMS WOULD BE LOADED INTO 20 CUBIC YARD TRUCKS, AND HAULED TO AN OFFSITE RCRA-APPROVED 
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY (HWMF) FOR DISPOSAL.  THE ESTIMATED VOLUME OF MATERIAL TO BE DISPOSED IS
APPROXIMATELY 16,800 CUBIC YARDS.

   C. ALTERNATIVES THAT ATTAIN ALL APPLICABLE STANDARDS

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 8 - COVER INDIVIDUAL CONTAMINATED AREAS WITH A CLAY CAP

        THIS ALTERNATIVE ENTAILS DRAINING AND TREATING PONDS 1 AND 2 WHICH IS COMMON TO OTHER ALTERNATIVES
BUT NOT EXCAVATING CONTAMINATED SOILS AND SEDIMENTS IN FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2, AND WITHIN THE  
PONDS.  THE STRATEGY IS TO TREAT ALL OF THE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS AS INDIVIDUAL WASTE MANAGEMENT AREAS. 
THESE WOULD BE COVERED WITH A CLAY CAP AND MONITORING WELLS WOULD BE PLACED OUTSIDE BUT ADJACENT TO EACH
INDIVIDUAL AREA IN AN EFFORT TO MONITOR FOR POST-CLOSURE MIGRATION.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 9 - COMPLETELY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, DISPOSE
   ONSITE IN A RCRA-APPROVED LANDFILL

        A RCRA DESIGNED ONSITE LANDFILL WOULD BE LOCATED ON NATURAL SOILS AT THE SOUTH END OF THE SITE. 
CONTAMINATED SOILS AND MATERIALS FROM THE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS (AS DESCRIBED IN ALT. NO. 4) AS WELL AS
SEDIMENTS FROM PONDS 1 AND 2 WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND DISPOSED IN THIS LANDFILL.

        THE LANDFILL CAP IS THE SAME AS DESCRIBED UNDER ALTERNATIVE 6 WITH THE ADDITION OF A 30 MIL SYNTHETIC
LINER BETWEEN THE CLAY AND THE DRAINAGE LAYER.  THE BOTTOM DOUBLE LINER IS A COMBINATION CLAY AND SYNTHETIC
MEMBRANE LINER.  A LEACHATE COLLECTION AND REMOVAL SYSTEM WILL COLLECT LEACHATE GENERATED DURING AND AFTER
CONSTRUCTION AND STORE IT IN A 5000-GALLON UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK.  GEOTEXTILE FILTER FABRIC WOULD BE
PLACED BETWEEN THE WASTE AND THE LEACHATE COLLECTION ZONE TO PREVENT CLOGGING OF THE COLLECTION ZONE BY SOIL
FINES MIGRATING WITH THE LEACHATE FROM THE WASTE.  THE PRIMARY LINER IS A MINIMUM 30 MIL SYNTHETIC MEMBRANE. 
THE LEAK DETECTION ZONE IS DIRECTLY BENEATH THE PRIMARY LINER AND MONITORS THE INTEGRITY OF THAT LINER.  BOTH
THE LEACHATE COLLECTION AND THE LEAK DETECTION ZONES WILL HAVE A PERMEABILITY GE 10-4 CM/SEC.  THE LEAK
DETECTION ZONE WILL DRAIN TO THE SAME 5000-GALLON UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK AS THE LEACHATE COLLECTION ZONE.

        THE SECONDARY LINER IS A COMPOSITE LINER OF SYNTHETIC MEMBRANE AND CLAY.  THE SYNTHETIC MEMBRANE WILL
ALSO BE A MINIMUM THICKNESS OF 30 MIL AND BE PLACED OVER A 2 FOOT CLAY BARRIER.

        PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE LANDFILL, ALL MINE VOIDS BELOW THE LANDFILL MUST BE GROUTED CLOSED TO
ALLEVIATE THE POTENTIAL FOR MINE SUBSIDENCE.  AN EIGHT FOOT BASE OF CLEAN FILL WOULD ALSO BE PLACED WHERE  
THE ONSITE DISPOSAL FACILITY IS PROPOSED TO PROVIDE A BARRIER BETWEEN THE LANDFILL AND THE SEASONAL HIGH
WATER TABLE.  ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE IS POST CLOSURE GROUND WATER MONITORING.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 10 - DRAIN AND TREAT SURFACE WATERS, BACKFILL



   DEPRESSIONS, AND COVER ENTIRE SITE WITH A CLAY CAP

        THE SURFACE WATERS FROM THE SITE WILL BE DRAINED AND TREATED DEPRESSIONS BACKFILLED WITH LOCAL SOIL,
AND THE SITE COVERED WITH A CLAY CAP.  WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE DEPRESSIONS, THE CAP WILL BASICALLY  FOLLOW
THE CURRENT SLOPE OF THE SITE.  ST. JOHN'S CREEK WILL BE CHANNELED THROUGH A 72-INCH CORRUGATED METAL PIPE
CULVERT.

        BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF GARBAGE ONSITE, GAS VENTS WOULD BE REQUIRED TO DISSIPATE THE METHANE GASES
FORMED FROM ANAEROBIC DECOMPOSITION OF BIODEGRADABLE ORGANICS.  TWO ROWS OF GAS VENTS WILL BE  REQUIRED, ONE
ROW IN EACH STRIP PIT.  THEY WILL BE SPACED ON 100-FOOT CENTERS AND BE CONSTRUCTED OF 6-INCH, PERFORATED PVC
PIPE AND GRAVEL.

   TO PREVENT GASES FROM ESCAPING AT THE EDGE OF THE STRIP PIT, A 4-INCH-DIAMETER PERFORATED PVC PIPE WILL BE
INSTALLED IN A GRAVEL TRENCH.  FOUR-INCH PVC RISERS INSTALLED ON 200-FOOT CENTERS WILL VENT GASES FROM THE
TRENCH TO THE ATMOSPHERE.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 12 - COMPLETELY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS AND
   DISPOSE OFFSITE AT A RCRA-APPROVED HWMF

        THIS ALTERNATIVE IS SIMILAR TO ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 WITH THE EXCEPTION THAT CONTAMINATED SEDIMENTS,
SOILS, AND CRUSHED DRUMS WOULD BE LOADED INTO 20-CUBIC YARD TRUCKS AND HAULED TO AN OFFSITE RCRA APPROVED  
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY.  THE ESTIMATED VOLUME OF MATERIAL TO BE DISPOSED IS APPROXIMATELY 30,000
CUBIC YARDS.

   ALTERNATIVE NO. 13 - COVER AREA BOUNDED BY FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREA 3
   AND 6 INCLUSIVE, AND DRUM STORAGE AREA 4 WITH A SOIL COVER

        A SOIL COVER WILL BE PLACED OVER FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 3 AND 6 AND THE ENTIRE AREA BETWEEN THE
TWO.  INITIALLY, HOWEVER, THE DEPRESSIONS WILL BE FILLED IN WITH LOCAL BACKFILL OR SPOIL.  WHEN NEEDED, EXTRA
BACKFILL WILL BE BROUGHT IN TO PROVIDE FOR PROPER DRAINAGE.  THE EXISTING GRADE WILL BE USED WHERE POSSIBLE. 
THE SOIL COVER WILL CONSIST OF A MINIMUM OF 1.5 FEET OF MATERIAL WITH A FINAL 6 INCH LAYER OF TOPSOIL.  THE
COVER WOULD THEN BE VEGETATED TO PREVENT POTENTIAL EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION.  A GRASSLINED DIVERSION DITCH
WILL BE CONSTRUCTED AROUND THE ENTIRE COVERED AREA TO CONVEY RUNOFF AND RUN-ON AWAY FROM THE AREA.

        A METHANE GAS GENERATION SURVEY WILL BE PERFORMED DURING PRELIMINARY DESIGN TO EVALUATE THE NEED FOR
A GAS VENTING SYSTEM.  IF THE RATE OF GAS GENERATION IS LOW, IT WOULD BE LESS HAZARDOUS TO ALLOW THE GAS TO
PERMEATE THROUGH THE SOIL COVER VERSUS A CENTRAL COLLECTION AND VENTING SYSTEM.  A BUILD UP IN CONCENTRATION
AND PRESSURE COULD RESULT IN AN EXPLOSION OR FIRE.  FOR COSTING PURPOSES, A PASSIVE GAS VENTING SYSTEM HAS
BEEN INCORPORATED INTO THIS ALTERNATIVE.  GAS VENTS COULD BE INSTALLED ON 100-FEET CENTERS TO VENT METHANE
GAS THAT IS GENERATED FROM THE ANAEROBIC DEGRADATION OF SOLID WASTE (FIGURE 8).   SINCE THIS AREA WILL BE
FINAL-GRADED TO A RELATIVELY FLAT CONDITION, A CHAIN LINK FENCE WILL BE INSTALLED AROUND THE PERIMETER TO
PROTECT THE SOIL COVER FROM SITE TRESPASSERS.  THE ACCESS ROAD WILL ALSO BE  RELOCATED AT THE SOUTHERN TIP OF
THE COVERED AREA.

        FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREA 4 WILL BE BACKFILLED WITH LOCAL FILL OR SPOIL TO A SLOPE OF 3:1
(HORIZONTAL:VERTICAL) TO PROVIDE FOR RUN-OFF. THE AREA WILL THEN BE COVERED WITH A MINIMUM OF 1.5 FEET OF
COVERED MATERIAL, 6 INCHES OF TOPSOIL, AND VEGETATED.  THIS COVER WILL OVERLAP THE TOP EDGE OF THE HIGHWALL
BY ABOUT 20 FEET.  THE EXISTING ACCESS ROAD WILL BE RELOCATED AROUND THE AREA AT THE BOTTOM OF THE SLOPE. 
FIGURES 9 AND 10 SHOW A PLAN VIEW AND A CROSS-SECTION, RESPECTIVELY, OF THIS AREA. A CHAIN LINK FENCE WILL
ALSO BE INSTALLED SURROUNDING THIS SOIL COVER.

        COMMON TO MOST OF THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES, REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE NO. 13 ALSO INCLUDES SITE
MONITORING AND REMEDIATION OF FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2, INCLUDING PONDS 1 AND 2.

   D. ALTERNATIVES THAT EXCEED ALL APPLICABLE STANDARDS

        THE COMPLETE REMOVAL OF THE ENTIRE LANDFILL SITE (125 ACRES) WAS SCREENED OUT BECAUSE THERE IS NO
EVIDENCE THAT THE ENTIRE LANDFILL WAS USED FOR UNPERMITTED HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL.  THE COSTS TO EXCAVATE
6,100,000 CUBIC YARDS OF PREDOMINANTLY MUNICIPAL WASTES AND MINE SPOIL, DISPOSE OFFSITE IN A PERMITTED
HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT FACILITY (HWMF), AND THEN BACKFILL THE AREA WOULD BE IN EXCESS OF 1.2 BILLION
DOLLARS.  FURTHERMORE, BASED ON KNOWN DATA, THE RESULT WOULD PROVIDE NO GREATER BENEFIT THAN EXCAVATING
AND/OR COVERING THE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS AND SEDIMENTS IN PONDS 1 AND 2.

   E. ALTERNATIVES THAT SPECIFY OFFSITE DISPOSAL

        ALTERNATIVES 11, 12, AND 13 WOULD COMPRISE ALTERNATIVES WHICH FIT INTO THIS CATEGORY.



   #RA
   RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

        SECTION 300.68(J) OF THE NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP) (47 FR 31180; JULY 16, 1982) STATES THAT THE
APPROPRIATE EXTENT OF REMEDY SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE LEAD AGENCY'S SELECTION OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
WHICH THE AGENCY DETERMINES IS COST-EFFECTIVE (I.E., THE LOWEST COST ALTERNATIVE THAT IS TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE
AND RELIABLE) AND WHICH EFFECTIVELY MITIGATES AND MINIMIZES DAMAGE TO AND PROVIDES ADEQUATE PROTECTION OF
PUBLIC HEALTH, WELFARE, AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  IN SELECTING A REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE EPA CONSIDERS ALL
ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS THAT ARE APPLICABLE AND RELEVANT.  BASED ON THE EVALUATION OF THE   COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF
EACH OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES, THE COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC, INFORMATION FROM THE FEASIBILITY
STUDY AND INFORMATION FROM THE PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES, WE RECOMMEND ALTERNATIVE
NO. 13 BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE.  THIS SELECTED REMEDY WILL SATISFY ALL OF THE SITE SURFACE
CONTAMINATION OBJECTIVES IDENTIFIED IN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION.

        SPECIFICALLY, DRAINING AND TREATING CONTAMINATED SURFACE WATER IN PONDS 1 AND 2 WILL ELIMINATE THE
DIRECT CONTACT AND INGESTION PATHWAYS. REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SEDIMENTS WOULD ALSO ELIMINATE THE THREAT OF
DIRECT CONTACT EXPOSURE.

        EXCAVATION AND OFFSITE DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOILS AND WASTE MATERIALS IN FORMER DRUM STORAGE
AREAS 1 AND 2 WILL ELIMINATE FURTHER CONTAMINATION OF PONDS 1 AND 2.  CAPPING THIS AREA WAS DETERMINED TO BE
LESS COST EFFECTIVE.

        THE RESULTS OF THE SURFACE SOIL INVESTIGATION OF FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS DID NOT FIND CONCENTRATED
LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION WHICH WOULD INDICATE THAT SEVERE DRUM SPILLAGE OR BULK DISPOSAL OF INDUSTRIAL WASTES
HAD OCCURRED, BUT DID INDICATE ABOVE BACKGROUND LEVELS.  IN ORDER TO PREVENT DIRECT CONTACT WITH THESE AREAS
AND TO MINIMIZE THE TRANSLOCATION OF LOW LEVEL CONTAMINATED SURFACE SOILS WHERE SAMPLE RESULTS INDICATE
HIGHER THAN BACKGROUND LEVELS, A SOIL COVER WILL BE INSTALLED.  THE SOIL COVER WILL PROVIDE AN EFFECTIVE
BARRIER FOR DIRECT CONTACT AND WITH PROPER GRADING  WILL REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF INFILTRATION CAUSED BY
PRECIPITATION.  THE FINAL COVER MUST HAVE A PERMEABILITY LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO THE PERMEABILITY OF ANY BOTTOM
LINER SYSTEM OR NATURAL SUBSOILS PRESENT.  BASED ON: (1) THE LOW LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION (BOTH INORGANIC AND
ORGANIC) FOUND IN THE SURFACE SOILS; (2) GROUNDWATER SAMPLES TAKEN FROM THE ROCK COAL SEAM WHICH DID NOT
EXCEED PRIMARY INORGANIC MAXIMUM CONTAMINANT LEVELS; AND (3) ORGANIC COMPOUND MOBILITY INDICES, IT IS NOT
FELT THAT SURFACE SOIL CONTAMINATION WILL HAVE AN ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE MINE POOL.

        UPON COMPLETION OF THE RECOMMENDED REMEDIAL ACTIONS, FUTURE LAND USE ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE RESTRICTED
SO AS NOT TO RESULT IN DAMAGE TO OR REMOVAL OF THE SOIL COVER, GAS VENTS (IF INSTALLED), AND OTHER STRUCTURES
NECESSARY TO ENSURE LONG-TERM INTEGRITY AND EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDIAL RESPONSE.

        IT IS FURTHER RECOMMENDED THAT A SELECTION OF REMEDIAL RESPONSE MEASURES, IF ANY, FOR CONTAMINATED
GROUNDWATER BE DEFERRED.  ADDITIONAL STUDIES WILL BE CONDUCTED TO DETERMINE IF REMEDIAL ACTION IS REQUIRED.

   #OM
   OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

        MONITORING AND POST-CLOSURE MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES ARE REQUIRED TO VERIFY THE SITE CLEANUP,
EFFECTIVELY MAINTAIN PERMANENT ONSITE ACTIONS, AND MONITOR POTENTIAL CONTAMINANT MIGRATION.  SAMPLING OF
SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS IN ST. JOHNS CREEK AND PONDS 1 AND 2 SHOULD BE PERFORMED FOR AT LEAST FIVE YEARS
ON AN ANNUAL BASIS TO VERIFY RESPECTIVELY THAT CONTAMINANTS EITHER ARE NOT MIGRATING OR HAVE BEEN REMOVED. 
THESE SAMPLES WILL BE ANALYZED FOR HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE LIST (HSL) PARAMETERS. SHOULD PONDS 1 AND 2 BE
ELIMINATED BY NOT RESTORING THE ACCESS ROAD, SURFACE WATER SAMPLING WOULD ONLY BE REQUIRED FOR ST. JOHN'S
CREEK.

       CLOSURE AND POST CLOSURE CARE WILL COMPLY WITH RCRA SUBPART G (WHICH INCLUDES THE CLOSURE PERFORMANCE
STANDARD) AND ALSO SECTION 264.310.  A GROUNDWATER MONITORING PROGRAM WILL BE DEVELOPED DURING  DESIGN ONLY
FOR THE SOIL COVERED WASTE MANAGEMENT AREAS.

        THE SOIL COVER WILL BE EFFECTIVE AS LONG AS IT IS NOT DISTURBED. POST-CLOSURE INSPECTION AND
MAINTENANCE IS REQUIRED TO RESTORE AND REHABILITATE THE SOIL COVER SHOULD SUBSIDENCE OR DIFFERENTIAL
SETTLEMENT OCCUR.  ROUTINE VEGETATIVE COVER REGRADING AND RESEEDING WOULD ALSO BE REQUIRED TO ENSURE THE
INTEGRITY OF THE COVER.

        ALL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE REQUIREMENTS WILL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA
ONE YEAR SUBSEQUENT TO COMPLETION OF CONSTRUCTION.

        THE LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER MONITORING SEGMENT FOR THE ENTIRE SITE (AS DESCRIBED UNDER THE "NO ACTION
WITH MONITORING" ALTERNATIVE) WILL NOT BE IMPLEMENTED AT THIS TIME.  SPECIFIC GROUNDWATER MONITORING
REQUIREMENTS WILL BE PROPOSED UPON COMPLETION OF ADDITIONAL STUDY.



   EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES NOT SELECTED

        THE NO-ACTION WITH MONITORING ALTERNATIVE WAS NOT SELECTED SINCE RESIDUAL SURFACE SOIL, SEDIMENT, AND
SURFACE WATER CONTAMINATION WILL CONTINUE TO POSE A DIRECT CONTACT THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE  
ENVIRONMENT.  THE ODORS EMANATING FROM PONDS 1 AND 2 ALSO WOULD PERSIST, CAUSING A LOCALIZED INHALATION
CONCERN TO SITE TRESPASSERS.

         ALTERNATIVES 2, 4, 6, AND 7 ALL HAVE A COMMON IMPLEMENTATION PROBLEM.  ONCE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS
ARE EXCAVATED, THESE MATERIALS, IN ORDER TO COMPLY WITH RCRA, MUST BE DEPOSITED IN A SECURE, "DOUBLE LINED"
LAND DISPOSAL FACILITY.  DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS UNDER THESE ALTERNATIVES IS ACCOMPLISHED BY
SIMPLY PLACING THE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS IN AN ONSITE DEPRESSION WITHOUT ANY BOTTOM LINER(S).
        ALTERNATIVES 3 AND 5, WHICH PROPOSE STABILIZATION OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS, WERE NOT SELECTED SINCE
THIS TREATMENT METHOD WOULD REQUIRE THAT TESTING PROCEDURES, TREATMENT METHODOLOGIES, AND FINAL PROPERTIES OF
THE ULTIMATE MATERIAL BE PROVEN RELIABLE AND EFFECTIVE.  WASTE CHARACTERIZATION, COMPATIBILITY WITH OTHER
WASTE MATERIALS, PHYSICAL PROPERTIES, AND LEACHABILITY OF THE STABILIZED WASTES WOULD REQUIRE DETAILED
TREATABILITY STUDY AND LENGTHY TESTING IN ORDER TO DEMONSTRATE WHETHER THIS ALTERNATIVE COULD BE ACCEPTABLY
IMPLEMENTED.

        ALTERNATIVE 8 WAS NOT SELECTED SINCE IT DOES NOT EFFECTIVELY REMEDIATE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1
AND 2.  COVERING THESE TWO AREAS WITH A CLAY CAP WILL REQUIRE GROUTING OF MINE VOIDS TO ENSURE CRACKING   DUE
TO POTENTIAL SUBSIDENCE.  GRADING AND BACKFILLING WOULD BE REQUIRED TO DIVERT SITE RUNOFF FROM COMING IN
CONTACT AND PONDING AGAINST THE CAP.  THESE ADDED COSTS WOULD MAKE THIS ALTERNATIVE LESS COST EFFECTIVE  THAN
THE SELECTED ALTERNATIVE.

        ALTERNATIVE 10 WAS NOT CHOSEN SINCE IT WAS NOT ESTABLISHED THAT THE ENTIRE 125 ACRE SITE WARRANTED
REMEDIAL ACTION.  SURFACE SAMPLING AND SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATIONS DID NOT INDICATE REMEDIAL ACTION WAS NEEDED
FOR THE MAJORITY OF THE SITE.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS LESS COST EFFECTIVE BY AN ORDER OF MAGNITUDE THAN THE
SELECTED ALTERNATIVE.

        ALTERNATIVE 11 WAS NOT SELECTED BASED ON NOT ADDRESSING ABOVE BACKGROUND LEVELS OF INORGANICS IN THE
SURFACE SOILS.  THESE AREAS WERE NOT PROPOSED TO BE COVERED OR EXCAVATED.

        ALTERNATIVES 9 AND 12 BOTH WOULD ACHIEVE THE SAME LEVEL OF CLEANUP AS THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE BUT
WERE MORE EXPENSIVE TO CONSTRUCT AND IMPLEMENT.  THUS, THESE TWO ALTERNATIVES ARE LESS COST EFFECTIVE.

   #OEL
   CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

        EPA IS CURRENTLY PROPOSING REGULATION REQUIRING THE AGENCY TO SELECT A REMEDIAL SUPERFUND REMEDY
WHICH "... ATTAINS OR EXCEEDS APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT FEDERAL PUBLIC HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS.".  SEE
PROPOSED 40 C.F.R. SS300.68(F).

        ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS WHICH MAY BE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT TO REMEDIAL ACTIVITY ARE:

        - NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA)
        - CLEAN AIR ACT (CAA)
        - CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA)
        - SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT (SDWA)
        - RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA)
        - PENNSYLVANIA CLEAN STREAMS ACT
        - TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT (TSCA).

        THIS ALTERNATIVE MEETS NEPA FUNCTIONAL EQUIVALENCY EXCEPTION BECAUSE THE NECESSARY AND APPROPRIATE
INVESTIGATION AND ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AS THEY SPECIFICALLY RELATE TO THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE
AND THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE WERE CONSIDERED AND EVALUATED IN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY
STUDY.  IN ADDITION, A MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES WAS   PROVIDED
BEFORE THE FINAL SELECTION OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE WAS MADE.

        COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE SUBSTANTIVE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CWA AND CAA AS WELL AS THE
PENNSYLVANIA CLEAN STREAMS ACT WILL BE INCORPORATED INTO THE DESIGN OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES.  ANY  
DISCHARGE INTO THE ATMOSPHERE OF GAS FROM THE EXCAVATION OF FORMER DRUMS STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2 WILL BE
MONITORED AND TREATED AS NECESSARY.  ALL STATE PERMITS FOR DISCHARGE OF TREATED SURFACE WATER WILL BE
ACQUIRED AND COMPLIED WITH AS NECESSARY.

        THE SOIL COVER PLACED OVER FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 3, 4, AND 6 AND THE AREA BETWEEN 3 AND 6 SHALL
BE DESIGNED TO MEET EPA'S ENGINEERING SPECIFICATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTING THE RCRA COVER REQUIRED BY 40 C.F.R.
SS264.310.  GROUND WATER MONITORING SHALL BE DEVELOPED DURING DESIGN TO SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS SS264



SUBPART F.

        EXCAVATION OF CONTAMINATED MATERIALS AND SEDIMENTS IN FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2 WILL BE
REMOVED TO BACKGROUND LEVELS WHICH WILL ELIMINATE THE NEED FOR A RCRA COVER AND POST CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR
LAND DISPOSAL AT THESE LOCATIONS AND ALSO COMPLY WITH TSCA.

        FURTHER INVESTIGATIONS OF GROUND WATER WAS ELECTED TO SATISFY THE REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA PART 264
SUBPART F.  ORGANIC CONTAMINATION WAS DETECTED IN MONITORING WELL 3C.  RCRA PART 264 SUBPART F WOULD REQUIRE
FURTHER INVESTIGATION AS TO THE NATURE, SOURCE, AND EXTENT OF THIS CONTAMINATION.  ADDITIONAL STUDY WORK WILL
DETERMINE THE NEED AS TO WHETHER SUBPART F WILL BE IMPLEMENTED.
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   TABLES, MEMORANDA, ATTACHMENTS

               UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
                                   REGION 3

   SUBJECT: RCRA REVIEW OF TAYLOR BOROUGH
            DRAFT FEASIBILITY STUDY

   FROM:    GARY MOLCHAN, ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER
            MD/DE/DC SECTION (3HW32)

   TO:      THOMAS VOLTAGGIO, CHIEF
            SUPERFUND BRANCH (3HW20)

   THRU:    PATRICK R. ANDERSON, ACTING CHIEF
            WASTE MANAGEMENT BRANCH (3HW30)

        ATTACHED YOU WILL FIND THE RCRA REVIEW OF THE ALTERNATIVES PROPOSED BY NUS FOR THE TAYLOR BOROUGH
SUPERFUND SITE.  THIS REPORT WAS DEVELOPED TO DETERMINE IF OUTLINED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES (RA) MEET THE
PROVISIONS OF THE RCRA REGULATIONS.  THE SITE'S GEOLOGIC AND HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS SEVERELY LIMIT THE
ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE.  THIS IS EVIDENCED BY THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN SECTIONS 2, 4, AND 5 OF THE RI.

         THE ATTACHED TABLE COMPARES SUPERFUND ALTERNATIVES TO PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTIONS.  EACH OF THESE
ALTERNATIVES LACKS THE SUFFICIENT BACKGROUND INFORMATION NECESSARY TO MAKE A DETERMINATION REGARDING THE 
ABILITY OF THE ALTERNATIVES TO MEET THE PROVISIONS OF RCRA.  DEVELOPMENT OF A DYNAMIC GROUND WATER MONITORING
PROGRAM THAT WILL IDENTIFY THE RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS INTO THE GROUND WATER MUST BE   UNDERTAKEN
IN ORDER TO COMPLY WITH THE PROVISIONS OF RCRA IN THE EVENT THAT CERCLA CHOOSES TO ALLOW HAZARDOUS
CONSTITUENTS TO REMAIN ON SITE. DETERMINATION OF THE DEGREE OF CONTAMINATION THAT EXISTS IN THE SOILS SHOULD
ACCOMPANY ANY ACTION PRIOR TO DEVELOPMENT OF A DYNAMIC GROUND WATER MONITORING PROGRAM.  THIS MAY BE
ACCOMPLISHED BY EVALUATING REMAINING SOIL SAMPLES FOR HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS AT THE BASE OF THE   UNITS AFTER
THE CONTAMINATED SOIL HAS BEEN REMOVED TO DETERMINE THE DEPTH AND LATERAL MIGRATION OF CONTAMINATION.  PROPER
RCRA CLOSURE OF THE FACILITY MUST ALSO INCLUDE A COVER WITH A PERMEABILITY LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO THE
PERMEABILITY OF THE NATURAL SUBSOIL PRESENT WITH ASSURANCES FOR LONG TERM STABILITY.

                                 TABLE 1

                                    CERCLA ALTERNATIVES

   REMEDIAL ACTIONS       1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  12  13

   NO REMOVAL OF SOIL *   X                    X      X           X
   PARTIAL REMOVAL *         X  X     X  X                X
   COMPLETE REMOVAL **             X        X     X           X
   DISPOSE ON-SITE
     SOIL COVER              X  X  X  X                           X
     RCRA COVER                          X  X  X      X
     STABILIZE                  X     X
     RCRA LANDFILL                                X
   DISPOSE OFF-SITE                                       X   X
     RCRA LANDFILL

   * A DYNAMIC GROUND WATER MONITORING PROGRAM MUST BE DEVELOPED IN ORDER
   TO IMPLEMENT THESE ALTERNATIVES

   ** A SCIENTIFIC DETERMINATION OF THE EXCAVATION LIMITS DUE TO
   BACKGROUND MUST BE IDENTIFIED IN ORDER TO IMPLEMENT THESE ALTERNATIVES.



                     UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
                                        REGION 3

   SUBJECT:  POSSIBLE PUBLIC HEALTH HAZARDS AT THE
             TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE

   FROM:     DICK BRUNKER, TOXICOLOGIST
             SITE INVESTIGATION AND SUPPORT (3HW23)

   TO:       JOE DUGANDZIC, ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER
             SITE RESPONSE SECTION (3HW21)

        LEVELS OF SOIL CONTAMINANTS REPORTED AT THIS SITE ARE, IN GENERAL, TYPICAL OF THOSE FOUND AT
MUNICIPAL LANDFILLS.  THERE ARE NO DATA CITATIONS THAT INDICATE THE PRESENCE OF SUBSTANCES THAT ARE
PARTICULARLY OUTSTANDING OR ALARMING NOR IS THERE ANY REASONABLE SCENARIO THAT COULD ESTABLISH A LINKAGE TO
HUMAN OR ECOLOGICAL RECEPTORS THAT WOULD JUSTIFY ANY REMEDIAL MEASURES THAT SHOULD EXTEND BEYOND THOSE
DESIGNED TO MINIMIZE THE TRANSLOCATION OF CONTAMINATED SOILS.  SUCH MEASURES SHOULD BE LIMITED TO THOSE THAT
WOULD STABILIZE THIS SITE AND SHOULD INCLUDE THE ELIMINATION OF OCCASIONAL PONDS AND THE INTEGRATION OF THE
DRAINAGE PATTERNS OF THE SITE INTO THE WATERSHED IN A MANNER THAT WOULD MINIMIZE OR ELIMINATE THE MOVEMENT
AND IMPACT OF SURFICIAL SEDIMENTS ON THE LOCAL ECOLOGY.

        THE AREA THAT EMANATES THE ODOR OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS OR SIMILAR ODORS IS THE CAUSE OF SOME
CONCERN.  ALTHOUGH THE PRECISE CHEMICAL NATURE OF THESE ODORS IS NOT KNOWN, PAST REPORTS OF DETECTABLE LEVELS
OF AIRBORNE CARCINOGENS SUCH AS TETRACHLOROETHYLENE AND METHYLENE CHLORIDE AS WELL AS OTHER VOLATILE ORGANIC
COMPOUNDS COULD INDICATE THE PRESENCE OF A CONCEIVABLE HAZARD TO INDIVIDUALS WHO TRESPASS INTO THE AREA.  IT
IS RECOMMENDED THAT MEASURES BE TAKEN TO REMEDIATE THE EMANATION OF THESE VAPORS FROM THIS AREA.  THE
PROTECTION OF WORKERS CONCERNED WITH THIS REMEDIATION IS ALSO RECOMMENDED.

       RCRA REVIEW OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDY OF ALTERNATIVES FOR
       THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE, LACKAWANNA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA

   GROUND WATER MONITORING

        THESE ALTERNATIVES PROPOSE A LONG-TERM MONITORING PROGRAM TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON THE MIGRATION OF
CONTAMINANTS.  FIGURE 2-2 OF THE FS IDENTIFIES APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF COMPLETE REMOVAL OF SOIL AND DRUMS  FROM
THE SITE.  THESE AREAS, EIGHT (8) IN TOTAL, COULD EACH BE CONSIDERED A WASTE MANAGEMENT UNIT SUBJECT TO THE
MONITORING REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA IN THE EVENT THAT CLEAN CLOSURE IS NOT POSSIBLE. HYPOTHETICALLY, THE EIGHT
UNITS IDENTIFIED COULD BE CONSOLIDATED INTO 1 WASTE MANAGEMENT AREA; THE AREA MUST HOWEVER BE MONITORED
ACCORDING TO ITS FINAL DISPOSITION.  COMPLETE REMOVAL REQUIRES TESTING OF THE SOIL TO CERTIFY THAT BACKGROUND
HAS BEEN ACHIEVED.  THIS WOULD ELIMINATE THE MONITORING REQUIREMENT AND ALLOW CLEAN CLOSURE.

        THE COMPLEX NATURAL GEOLOGY, STRIP MINE ACTIVITIES, DEEP MINE ACTIVITIES, LANDFILL AREA, AND
SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENT ALONG THE PERIMETER MAKE THE CONDITIONS FOR MONITORING AND IDENTIFYING HAZARDOUS
CONSTITUENTS AND THEIR PROJECTED LOCATIONS OF ORIGIN VERY DIFFICULT. DEVELOPMENT OF A MONITORING PROGRAM MAY
BE UNDERTAKEN TO IDENTIFY THE HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS THAT EXIST IN THE VADOSE ZONE, SATURATED ZONE,   DEEP
ROCK FORMATIONS, AND MINE POOL.  ALL OF THESE MONITORING ALTERNATIVES MUST INCORPORATE A DYNAMIC PHILOSOPHY
AS THE RCRA GROUND WATER MONITORING REGULATIONS DO NOT IDEALLY FIT THE CONDITIONS OF THIS SITE.  FURTHER, IN
THE EVENT THAT A DYNAMIC GROUND WATER MONITORING PROGRAM IS DEVELOPED THAT SATISFIES THE RCRA REQUIREMENTS,
SERIOUS CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THE VALIDITY OF THE DATA THAT WILL BE PROVIDED IN DETERMINING THE
ORIGIN OF THE POLLUTANTS AND THEIR RATE AND EXTENT OF MIGRATION IN THE UNCONSOLIDATED SOIL AND ULTIMATELY
THEIR POTENTIAL DISPOSITION IN THE MINE POOL.

        THEREFORE, IN ORDER TO CLEARLY MEET THE GROUND WATER PROTECTION STANDARD OF SS264.92, A STRATEGY MUST
BE DEVELOPED TO CLEARLY DELINEATE THE HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED IN SECTION 3 OF THE FS IN
LIEU OF APPENDIX VIII AS IDENTIFIED IN SS264.93, THE CONCENTRATION LIMITS OF SS264.94, AND THE POINT OF
COMPLIANCE IN SS264.95.  ONLY THEN CAN A CORRECTIVE ACTION PROGRAM BE DEVELOPED ACCORDING TO SS264.100
INCORPORATING THE GROUND WATER MONITORING REQUIREMENTS OF SS264.97 THAT WILL MONITOR THE CONSTITUENTS THAT
EXCEED THE RESPECTIVE CONCENTRATION LIMITS, THE RATE AND EXTENT OF THE MIGRATION AND THE GROUND WATER FLOW
RATE AND DIRECTION.

   CLOSURE

        THE CLOSURE OPTIONS AVAILABLE AT THE WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS ARE IDENTIFIED IN SS264.178, SS264.228
AND SS264.258.  IN THE EVENT THAT AFTER REMOVING ALL RESIDUES AND MAKING ALL REASONABLE EFFORTS TO EFFECT  
REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SUBSOILS, ONE FINDS THAT NOT ALL CONTAMINATED SUBSOILS CAN BE REMOVED PRACTICALLY,
THE UNITS MUST BE CLOSED AS A LANDFILL UNDER SS264.310.  IN THIS EVENT, GROUND WATER MONITORING WOULD BE
REQUIRED AND A PROGRAM TO IDENTIFY CONTAMINANT LEVELS PRIOR TO A CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN BEING IMPLEMENTED



SHOULD BE DEVELOPED.

         ALSO SECTION 4, PAGES 4-5 THROUGH 4-8, OF THE RI CLEARLY IDENTIFIES AREAS OF HIGH MAGNETIC INTENSITY
CREATING ANOMALIES 5% ABOVE BACKGROUND BASE LEVELS OF 56,000 GAMMAS.  NONE OF THE TEST PITS WERE IN THESE
AREAS OF HIGHER MAGNETIC INTENSITY; THEY ARE ON THE PERIMETER. THEREFORE, THE POTENTIAL OF ADDITIONAL BURIED
DRUMS IS A PROBLEM THAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED.  ADDITIONAL STUDIES SHOULD BE COMPLETED BEFORE THE ALTERNATIVES
PROPOSED CAN BE DETERMINED TECHNICALLY SOUND.

        IDENTIFICATION OF BACKGROUND CONSTITUENTS IS NECESSARY PRIOR TO TAKING ANY ACTION AT THE SITE IN
ORDER TO IDENTIFY THE INCREASING LEVELS OR DECREASING LEVELS OF POLLUTION AND THE RESULTING EFFECTS DUE TO 
RELEASES OF WASTE CONSTITUENTS PRESENTLY TRAVELING TOWARD THE POINT OF COMPLIANCE.

        REMAINING CONTAINERS, LIQUIDS, LINERS, BASES AND SOIL CONTAINING OR CONTAMINATED WITH HAZARDOUS WASTE
OR HAZARDOUS WASTE RESIDUALS MUST IDENTIFY A TESTING PROCEDURE AND PROTOCOL TO IDENTIFY THE HAZARDOUS
CONSTITUENTS IN THE SOIL, REMOVAL STANDARDS TO ATTAIN THE CLOSURE PERFORMANCE STANDARD IN SS264.111 AND
IDENTIFICATION OF BACKGROUND LIMITS.  THE SEPARATION BETWEEN HAZARDOUS WASTE AND MUNICIPAL WASTE IS DIFFICULT
TO ASCERTAIN; HOWEVER, THIS SEPARATION MUST BE CLEAR AND CONSISTENT IN THIS AND ALL FUTURE APPLICATIONS OF
HAZARDOUS AND NON-HAZARDOUS WASTE COEXISTING IN WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS FOR WHICH   FEASIBILITY STUDIES ARE
COMPLETED.

        IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT SECTION 3.3.2, EXCAVATION IN DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1, 2 AND 6 INCLUDING
PONDS 1 AND 2, MUST IDENTIFY A TESTING PROCEDURE WHEREBY EXCAVATION AND REMOVAL WILL CEASE.   IDENTIFICATION
OF A DEPTH OF APPROXIMATELY 8' IS INAPPROPRIATE.

      COMPOSITE SAMPLES OF THE SOIL AND TESTING OF THESE SAMPLES TO DETERMINE THE TOXICITY THRU EXTRACTION
(EP TOXICITY) WILL CLARIFY THE QUESTION THAT HAS ARISEN REGARDING THE MOBILITY OF THE INORGANIC AND   ORGANIC
HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS IN THE SOIL AND SOLID WASTE.  DUE TO THE LACK OF THIS INFORMATION, THE PROPOSED
ALTERNATIVES ARE PRESENTLY NOT COMPLYING WITH THE CLOSURE REQUIREMENTS OF SS264.178, SS264.228, AND
SS264.258.

        IN 3.3.4, THE ALTERNATIVE OF EXCAVATING CONTAMINATED SOIL AND DEPOSITING THIS SOIL ON-SITE IN AN
UNLINED LAND DISPOSAL UNIT IS UNACCEPTABLE.  ONCE EXCAVATED, THE CONTAMINATED SOILS, SEDIMENTS, AND   WASTES
MUST BE DEPOSITED OFF-SITE IN A RCRA APPROVED LANDFILL.

        STABILIZATION THRU EXCAVATION AND TREATMENT (USE OF A BONDING AGENT) OR IN-SITU TREATMENT IS AN
ALTERNATIVE THAT REQUIRES APPROVAL OF THE TESTING PROCEDURES, TREATMENT METHODOLOGY AND FINAL PROPERTIES OF
THE ULTIMATE MATERIAL.  THE CHARACTERIZATION, COMPATIBILITY, PHYSICAL PROPERTIES AND LEACHABILITY OF THE
STABILIZED WASTES ARE NOT PROVIDED. IN THE EVENT THAT THIS ALTERNATIVE IS PURSUED, PROCEDURES AND  
INFORMATION NECESSARY TO COMPLY WITH RCRA ARE OUTLINED IN THE GUIDE TO DISPOSAL OF CHEMICALLY STABILIZED AND
SOLIDIFIED WASTE (SW-872).

        ANY ON-SITE CONSTRUCTION OF A RCRA FACILITY MAY NOT BE POSSIBLE DUE TO THE PRESENT SITING CRITERIA
WHICH RESTRICTS CONSTRUCTION DUE TO SITE CHARACTERIZATION.  HIGH HAZARD AND UNSTABLE TERRAIN, AND GROUND
WATER MONITORIBILITY, ARE TWO ITEMS THAT HAVE NOT BEEN FULLY ADDRESSED.

   COVER

        THE STRIP MINE OPERATION AND DEEP MINING OF COAL BOTH CONTRIBUTE TO UNDERMINE THE FOUNDATIONS THAT
WOULD BE NECESSARY FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A '264' LANDFILL.  CLEARLY, THE TECHNICAL STANDARDS COULD NOT BE MET
BECAUSE OF SUBSIDENCE POTENTIAL WHICH EFFECTS THE INTEGRITY OF THE BOTTOM LINER AND RCRA CAP.  IN ADDITION,
THE LOCATION OF THE DEEP MINES HAVE NOT BEEN IDENTIFIED AND SUPERIMPOSED OVER THE STRIP MINED AREA TO CLEARLY
DELINEATE AREAS WHERE SUBSIDENCE WILL NOT OCCUR.  AS A RESULT, IN ORDER TO CLOSE THE FACILITY PROPERLY, THE
COVER MATERIAL MUST HAVE A PERMEABILITY LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO THE PERMEABILITY OF THE NATURAL SUBSOILS
PRESENT.  IN 3.3.3, ANY CAP OF THE AREAS IN QUESTION MUST CONFORM TO SS264.301.  USE OF THE SOIL COVER MUST
HAVE A PERMEABILITY LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO THE NATURAL SUBSOIL, NOT THE UNNATURAL MINE SPOIL.

        SUBSIDENCE DUE TO FAILURE OF THE DEEP MINES MUST BE ADDRESSED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE SOIL CAPS. 
CONTINUAL MAINTENANCE MUST BE REQUIRED IN THE EVENT THAT THE SUBSIDENCE MONITORING PROGRAM THAT WILL   BE
DEVELOPED TO IDENTIFY THE OCCURRENCE OF SUBSIDENCE SHOWS FAILURE.  IN THE EVENT THAT THE ALTERNATIVE TO GROUT
THE DEEP MINE IS CHOSEN, THE AREAS TO BE GROUTED, THE METHODOLOGY AND SUCCESS OF THE PROGRAM MUST BE 
IDENTIFIED PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTING THE BALANCE OF THE RECOMMENDATION.

   CONCLUSION

         THE RECOMMENDED ACTIONS DO NOT PRESENTLY COMPLY WITH THE RCRA REGULATIONS DUE TO THE MAN-MADE
ALTERATIONS AT THE SITE THAT LIMIT THE ALTERNATIVES THAT ARE PRESENTLY PROPOSED.  THE UNCONSOLIDATED DEPOSITS
HAVE BEEN EXTENSIVELY ALTERED BY STRIP MINING ACTIVITY, WHICH MIXED THE NATURAL SOIL, MINE SPOIL, AND



LANDFILL DEBRIS.  ABOVE AND BELOW THE COAL SEAMS, ROCK HAS BEEN EXTENSIVELY FRACTURED, AND IN SOME CASES, HAS
SUBSIDED DUE TO THE DEEP MINING ACTIVITIES IN THE DIAMOND, ROCK AND BIG COAL MINES.  THE SITE'S GEOLOGIC AND
HYDROLOGIC CONDITIONS SEVERELY LIMIT THE REMEDIAL ACTIONS ALTERNATIVES AVAILABLE; THIS IS EVIDENCED BY
SECTIONS 2, 4 AND 5 OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION.

        IT WOULD APPEAR THAT ALTERNATIVES 12 AND 13 MAY BE ABLE TO MEET THE PROVISIONS OF RCRA WITH
ADDITIONAL WORK BEING REQUIRED PRIOR TO THAT DETERMINATION.

        1. MONITORING OF GROUND WATER IN THIS REGIME WOULD REQUIRE A
           DYNAMIC GROUND WATER MONITORING PROGRAM.  A DYNAMIC GROUND
           WATERING PROGRAM MUST BE DEVELOPED AND EVALUATED TO ENSURE THAT
           IT HAS A HIGH DEGREE OF SUCCESS, PRIOR TO ANY ALTERNATIVE
           IMPLEMENTATION.

        2. DETERMINATION OF THE LIMITS OF CONTAMINATION MUST BE COMPLETED.
           A VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL LIMIT OF EXCAVATION MUST EXIST IN
           ORDER TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF EXCAVATION TO ALLOW FOR CLEAN
           CLOSURE WITH NO GROUND WATER MONITORING.

        3. SUBSIDENCE IS A MAJOR CONCERN AT THIS SITE.  THIS MAY BE
           ADDRESSED THROUGH SUCCESSFULLY GROUTING THE DEEP MINES,
           DEVELOPING A MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM TO DETERMINE THE
           DEGREE OF SUBSIDENCE AND PROJECTED REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE TO THE
           RCRA COVER AND GROUND WATER AND SUBSIDENCE MONITORING SYSTEMS.

   #RS
                     TAYLOR BOROUGH RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
                                 JUNE, 1985

        LOCATED IN TAYLOR BOROUGH, LACKAWANNA COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA, THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SUPERFUND SITE IS AN
ABANDONED MUNICIPAL LANDFILL SITUATED IN A RECLAIMED STRIP MINED AREA.  THE SITE EXTENDS SEVERAL MILES
NORTHEAST-SOUTHWEST ALONG BALD MOUNTAIN, A WOODED RIDGE USED FOR HUNTING AND OTHER RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES. 
APPROXIMATELY 1,000 RESIDENTS LIVE WITHIN A ONE MILE RADIUS OF THE SITE.  A RECREATIONAL AREA, KNOWN AS
MCDADE PARK, BORDERS THE SITE TO THE NORTHEAST, AND A RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT BORDERS THE SOUTH END OF THE
SITE.  LAND SURROUNDING THE SITE IS USED MOSTLY FOR RECREATIONAL AND RESIDENTIAL PURPOSES.  MCDADE PARK IS
MAINTAINED BY LACKAWANNA COUNTY AND CONTAINS A SMALL MUSEUM, A SWIMMING POOL, AND SEVERAL PICNIC AREAS.  THE
TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE IS PART OF THE LACKAWANNA RIVER VALLEY, LARGE PORTIONS OF WHICH ARE RECLAIMED STRIP MINES
NOW EXPERIENCING RESIDENTIAL AND LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT.

        IN THE EARLY 1980'S, THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITY BECAME HIGHLY INTERESTED IN THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE. 
THE AREA SURROUNDING THE SITE CONTAINS SEVERAL LANDFILLS LOCATED IN TAYLOR BOROUGH, AND IN THE   ADJOINING
TOWN OF OLD FORGE.  THREE OF THE LANDFILLS ARE ON THE SUPERFUND LIST.  THE TAYLOR COMMUNITY IS VERY CONCERNED
ABOUT THE IMPACT THAT THESE SITES WILL HAVE ON THEIR HEALTH, ENVIRONMENT, AND FUTURE  GENERATIONS.  AS A
RESULT OF THE NUMBER OF LANDFILLS AND SUPERFUND SITES IN THEIR AREA, THE TAYLOR BOROUGH RESIDENTS WANT A
HEALTH STUDY PERFORMED IN LACKAWANNA COUNTY.  THIS HAS BEEN A CONTINUING CONCERN OF THE RESIDENTS, SINCE THE
PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES PERFORMED THE SITE'S FIRST INVESTIGATION IN JUNE, 1981.

        IN MAY 1982, EPA BEGAN A FIELD INVESTIGATION AT THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE.  AT THAT TIME A GROUP OF
CITIZENS WHO LIVED CLOSEST TO THE SITE FORMED THE TAYLOR NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION.  THE HAZARDOUS RANKING
SCORE (HRS) FOR THE SITE DID NOT MAKE IT ELIGIBLE FOR INCLUSION ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST IN JULY,
1982.  THE GROUP URGED OTHER TAYLOR RESIDENTS TO SEND LETTERS TO EPA HEADQUARTERS IN WASHINGTON, DC,  
REQUESTING THAT THE SITE BE RE-EVALUATED.  AFTER ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION FROM PADER INDICATING LARGER
QUANTITIES OF POTENTIALLY HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES HAVE BEEN DUMPED AT THE SITE, THE HRS SCORE WAS REVISED.  IN
AUGUST, 1983, A BRUSH FIRE OCCURRED AT THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE.  THE SPILLED CONTENTS OF SOME OF THE DRUMS
ONSITE BURNED, AND LOCAL OFFICIALS RECEIVED NUMEROUS CALLS FROM RESIDENTS COMPLAINING OF DIZZINESS, SEVERE
HEADACHES, AND SKIN AND EYE IRRITATION.  THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE WAS PLACED ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST
IN SEPTEMBER 1983.

        IN NOVEMBER 1983, 1200 DRUMS AND THEIR CONTENTS WERE REMOVED FROM THE SITE, UNDER AN IMMEDIATE
REMOVAL ACTION.  IN ADDITION TO THE DRUM REMOVAL, SECURITY GATES WERE ERECTED AT THE SITE ACCESS ROADS TO
PREVENT VEHICULAR TRAFFIC FROM ENTERING THE SITE.  HOWEVER, THE SITE IS STILL ACCESSIBLE BY FOOT OR CYCLE. 
IN MARCH, 1984, A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION BEGAN AT THE SITE.

        THE CITIZEN'S GROUP KEEPS IN CONTACT WITH THE EPA REGIONAL OFFICE AND HAS REQUESTED COPIES OF EPA
DOCUMENTS FOR THE TAYLOR SITE.  EPA RESPONDED TO THIS REQUEST BY SENDING COPIES OF THE RI/FS REPORTS TO THE
GROUP, AND ALSO A COPY TO THE BOROUGH ADMINISTRATOR, ON MAY 21, 1985. THE OFFICIAL REPOSITORY IS AT THE



TAYLOR BOROUGH HALL.  IN ADDITION TO THE RI/FS REPORTS, SAMPLE RESULTS DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WERE
SHOWN TO THE TAYLOR NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION AND TO LOCAL OFFICIALS.

        IN AN EFFORT TO ELICIT CITIZEN INPUT DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION STAGE OF THE PROJECT, THE EPA
COMMUNITY RELATIONS COORDINATOR AND THE REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER MET WITH LOCAL CITIZENS IN THEIR HOMES TO
ANSWER QUESTIONS AND TO REVIEW AND EXPLAIN SAMPLE RESULTS.  THIS OPPORTUNITY WAS ALSO EXTENDED TO THE BOROUGH
ADMINISTRATOR.  WHEN THE LOCAL OFFICIALS WERE QUESTIONED BY RESIDENTS ABOUT THE PROGRESS OF WORK AT THE SITE,
EPA WAS CONTACTED AND THE LOCAL OFFICIALS RECEIVED A COMPLETE UPDATE.  EACH TIME, BEFORE WORK BEGAN AT THE
SITE, EPA CONTACTED THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE TAYLOR NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION AND THE LOCAL OFFICIALS, IN AN
EFFORT TO KEEP THE COMMUNITY INFORMED.  PRESS INTEREST WAS NOT HIGH AT THE TAYLOR SITE, BUT CITIZENS AND THE
LOCAL OFFICIALS SHOWED A HIGH LEVEL OF CONCERN DURING ALL STAGES OF THE PROJECT.

        ON TUESDAY, JUNE 4, 1985, A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD AT THE TAYLOR BOROUGH HALL TO ACQUAINT THE
RESIDENTS WITH THE EPA AND PADER RECOMMENDED CLEAN UP ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SITE.  THIS ALTERNATIVE IS THE  
COST-EFFECTIVE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SOUND SOLUTION, WHICH PROPOSES TO:

        - REMOVE AND DISPOSE OF APPROXIMATELY 125 CRUSHED AND INTACT DRUMS
   AND REMNANTS REMAINING ON THE SURFACE OR PARTIALLY BURIED.

        -  DRAIN AND TREAT SURFACE WATER IN PONDS 1 AND 2 AND EXCAVATE SOIL
   AND SEDIMENTS FROM FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS 1 AND 2 AND BOTH PONDS,
   THEN PROPERLY DISPOSE OFF SITE.

        -  PLACE A MINIMUM 24 INCH SOIL COVER OVER: (A) DRUM STORAGE AREAS
   3 AND 6 AND THE ENTIRE AREA IN BETWEEN, AND (B) DRUM STORAGE AREA 4.

        THE PURPOSE OF THE MEETING WAS TO PROVIDE INFORMATION TO THE PUBLIC CONCERNING FIELD WORK DURING THE
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION; TO INFORM THE PUBLIC OF THE VARIOUS PROPOSED REMEDIAL CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES; AND TO
AFFORD THE PUBLIC THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE RECOMMENDED CLEANUP ALTERNATIVE.

        PUBLIC NOTICE OF THE MEETING WAS MADE BY SENDING A PRESS RELEASE TO ALL NEWSPAPERS, RADIO STATIONS
AND TELEVISION STATIONS IN THE SCRANTON/WILKES-BARRE AREA.  THE CHAIRPERSON OF THE TAYLOR NEIGHBORHOOD
ASSOCIATION WAS CONTACTED, AS WELL AS THE TAYLOR BOROUGH ADMINISTRATOR. THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT AND
THE FEASIBILITY STUDY WERE PLACED IN THE REPOSITORY AND SENT TO THE CITIZEN GROUP TWO WEEKS PRIOR TO THE
PUBLIC MEETING.  THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WAS OPEN UNTIL JUNE 14, 1985.

   ABOUT 30 RESIDENTS AND LOCAL OFFICIALS ATTENDED THE PUBLIC MEETING.  ONE RADIO STATION, ONE TELEVISION
STATION, AND ONE NEWSPAPER WAS REPRESENTED AT THE MEETING.  THE REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER DISCUSSED WHAT WORK
WAS DONE AT THE SITE SINCE MARCH 1984, AND THEN ANNOUNCED THE PREFERRED CLEANUP ALTERNATIVE.  BEFORE THE
MEETING, THE SITE'S EPA COMMUNITY RELATIONS COORDINATOR DISTRIBUTED FACT SHEETS TO THE ATTENDEES. THE  FACT
SHEETS DETAILED THE HISTORY AND STATUS OF WORK AT THE SITE, AND LISTED THE RECOMMENDED CLEANUP ALTERNATIVE. 
INCLUDED WITH THE FACT SHEET WERE TWO SITE MAPS.  THE REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER SHOWED SLIDES OF THE SITE MAPS
AS HE DESCRIBED THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP ALTERNATIVE.

        THE TAYLOR NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, INTERESTED RESIDENTS, REPRESENTATIVES OF POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES, LOCAL OFFICIALS, AND EPA AND PADER REPRESENTATIVES ATTENDED THE MEETING.

        EPA HAS INCORPORATED THE COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC DURING THE COMMENT PERIOD INTO THE TAYLOR
BOROUGH SITE RECORD OF DECISION.  THE MAJORITY OF CONCERNS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED BY EPA FROM THE COMMUNITY
WERE IN FAVOR OF HAVING A HEALTH STUDY CONDUCTED IN LACKAWANNA COUNTY.

   THE RESIDENTS ASKED THAT TAYLOR BOROUGH AND NEIGHBORING OLD FORGE BOROUGH BE CONSIDERED FOR A HEALTH STUDY
BECAUSE FOUR SUPERFUND SITES EXIST IN THE TWO TOWNS.  EPA COMMUNITY RELATIONS COORDINATOR CONTACTED   THE CDC
REPRESENTATIVE WHO IN TURN CONTACTED THE PENNSYLVANIA HEALTH DEPARTMENT.  EPA EXPLAINED TO A RESIDENT WHO
CALLED AFTER THE MEETING THAT CDC WILL NOT DO A HEALTH STUDY IN AN AREA UNLESS THE STATE HEALTH DEPARTMENT
REQUESTS THAT SUCH A SURVEY BE DONE.  THE NAME AND ADDRESS OF A DOCTOR WHO CHAIRS A STATE ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITTEE WAS GIVEN TO THE CALLER.  THIS HEALTH STUDY REQUEST IS THE PRIMARY CONCERN OF THE CITIZENS GROUP
AND OTHER RESIDENTS IN THE AREA.

        ANOTHER CONCERN IS FUTURE USE OF THE SITE.  EPA EXPLAINED THAT DEED RESTRICTIONS AND ZONING LAWS CAN
ONLY BE INSTITUTED BY THE LOCAL GOVERNING BODY.  THE LANDOWNERS CAN ALSO PLACE DEED RESTRICTIONS ON THE LAND.

        THE CITIZENS ACCEPTED OUR CLEANUP METHOD, WITHOUT ANY OBJECTIONS, BUT THEY WERE CONCERNED ABOUT THE
HEALTH AND WELFARE OF THE RESIDENTS WHILE WORK WAS BEING CONDUCTED ONSITE.  EPA EXPLAINED THAT DURING THE
DESIGN STAGE OF THE PROJECT, SITE SPECIFIC HEALTH AND SAFETY PLANS WILL BE DEVELOPED.  EPA WENT ON TO EXPLAIN
THAT DURING THE DESIGN STAGE, LOCAL FIRE COMPANIES AND LOCAL AND COUNTY EMERGENCY SERVICES WILL BE  CONTACTED
AND UPDATED BY EPA AND THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS.  THE COORDINATOR OF THE TAYLOR BOROUGH EMERGENCY



MANAGEMENT AGENCY EXPLAINED THAT AN EVACUATION PLAN IS ALREADY PREPARED.

        ANOTHER MAJOR CONCERN OF THE CITIZENS WAS AN UNIDENTIFIABLE ODOR IN A SPECIFIC AREA OF THE TAYLOR
BOROUGH SITE.  IN RESPONSE, EPA TOOK SAMPLES AT THAT LOCATION DURING THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION, AND DID  
FURTHER TEST PIT INVESTIGATION IN AN EFFORT TO DETERMINE THE SOURCE OF THE ODOR.  THE AREA IS BEING ADDRESSED
IN EPA'S RECOMMENDED CLEANUP ALTERNATIVE, THROUGH EXCAVATION DOWN TO NATURAL SOILS, AND OFFSITE   DISPOSAL OF
THE CONTAMINATED SOIL.  THIS EFFORT WILL ELIMINATE CONTAMINATION AND EITHER REDUCE OR ERADICATE THE ODOR.

        THE ORIGINAL PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE TAYLOR FEASIBILITY STUDY LASTED FROM MAY 23 THRU JUNE 14,
1985.  AT THE REQUEST OF THE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES, THE COMMENT PERIOD WAS EXTENDED TO JUNE   21,
1985.  BY JUNE 14, EPA RECEIVED ONE COMMENT, FROM A POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY.  DURING THE WEEK OF JUNE
17, EPA RECEIVED A LETTER SIGNED BY TWO RESIDENTS OF TAYLOR BOROUGH, ONE LETTER FROM THE TAYLOR   BOROUGH
COUNCIL, A LETTER FROM THE TAYLOR BOROUGH EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY AND ONE LETTER FROM A POTENTIALLY
RESPONSIBLE PARTY.  THE RESIDENTS HAD FIVE COMMENTS, WHICH WERE ANSWERED AS FOLLOWS:

        1. COMMENT:  LAND USE RESTRICTIONS SHOULD BE RECORDED IN THE SCRANTON COURTHOUSE.

           ANSWER:  THIS ISSUE HAS BEEN ADDRESSED IN THE RECORD OF
   DECISION, UNDER THE HEADING RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE.  SEE PAGE 18 IN THE
   RECORD OF DECISION.

        2. COMMENT:  SITE MONITORING SHOULD CONTINUE, AND RESULTS SHOULD BE MADE PUBLIC.

           ANSWER:  UNDER THE HEADING OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE, IN THE
   RECORD OF DECISION, A MINIMUM OF 5 YEARS OF SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT
   SAMPLING IS RECOMMENDED.  GROUNDWATER MONITORING REQUIREMENTS WILL BE
   ADDRESSED IN A LATER STUDY.  SEE PAGE 21 IN THE RECORD OF DECISION.

        3. COMMENT:  COVER MATERIAL USED DURING THE CLEANUP PROJECT SHOULD
   NOT BE FROM ANOTHER DUMPSITE.

           ANSWER:  FILL MATERIAL WILL BE TESTED BEFORE IT IS USED AT THE TAYLOR SITE.

        4. COMMENT:  SITE SPECIFIC FIREFIGHTING PLANS SHOULD BE DEVELOPED.

           ANSWER:  TAYLOR BOROUGH EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY IS ACCEPTING
   CALLS REGARDING SPECIFIC TRAINING FOR FIREFIGHTERS.  THE REMEDIAL
   PROJECT MANAGER WILL ADDRESS THIS ISSUE AND MEET WITH THE BOROUGH AGENCY
   DURING THE PROJECT DESIGN STAGE.

        5. COMMENT:  EFFORTS ARE CONTINUING TO HAVE A HEALTH STUDY
   CONDUCTED IN LACKAWANNA COUNTY.

           ANSWER:  ALL REQUESTS FOR A HEALTH STUDY ARE BEING REFERRED TO
   THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE HEALTH DEPARTMENT.  IN RESPONSE TO THIS REQUEST,
   A CONTACT NAME AND ADDRESS HAS BEEN GIVEN TO EACH CITIZEN.

        THE TAYLOR BOROUGH EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY COMMENTED FAVORABLY ON THE PREFERRED REMEDIAL
ALTERNATIVE THAT WAS ANNOUNCED AT THE JUNE 4 MEETING.  THEY ALSO NOTED THAT ANY QUESTIONS REGARDING TRAINING
FOR FIREFIGHTERS IN THE BOROUGH BE REFERRED TO THEM.

        A SITE SPECIFIC EVACUATION PLAN FOR THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SUPERFUND SITE HAS BEEN DEVELOPED BY THE
BOROUGH EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY. MEMBERS OF THE AGENCY WILL MEET WITH EPA PERSONNEL AND EPA'S CONTRACTOR
DURING THE DESIGN STAGE OF THE PROJECT TO DISCUSS THE SITE SPECIFIC EVACUATION PLANS.

        THE TAYLOR BOROUGH COUNCIL COMMENTED IN WRITING ON THE FEASIBILITY STUDY.  THEY STATED THEIR POSITION
THAT ALL HIGH CONCENTRATIONS OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES BE THOROUGHLY REMOVED FROM THE SITE.  COUNCIL ALSO
REQUESTED THAT SPECIFIC SECURITY MEASURES BE TAKEN; SPECIFICALLY, FENCING EACH INDIVIDUAL AREA ONCE THE
CLEANUP IS COMPLETE, AND ERECTING WARNING SIGNS IN AN EFFORT TO KEEP TRESPASSERS FROM CROSSING OVER THE AREAS
AND POSSIBLY DESTROYING THE SOIL CAP.

        BOROUGH COUNCIL ALSO INFORMED EPA THAT NO PLANS ARE UNDERWAY TO CONSTRUCT A CHILD'S PLAY AREA
ADJACENT TO THE SITE.

        TAYLOR BOROUGH COUNCIL IS ALSO WORKING TO GET A HEALTH STUDY CONDUCTED IN LACKAWANNA COUNTY, AND HAS
ASKED EPA FOR ASSISTANCE IN THIS MATTER.  EPA SENT COUNCIL THE ADDRESS AND NAME OF A DOCTOR AT THE  
PENNSYLVANIA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, WHO COULD PRESENT THEIR REQUEST TO THE DEPARTMENT'S ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL.



        IN RESPONSE TO VERBAL REQUESTS FROM THE CITIZENS, EPA WILL HOLD A PUBLIC MEETING TO DISCUSS DETAILS
OF THE CLEANUP, ONCE THE DESIGN STAGE IS COMPLETE.

   COMMENTS BY THE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES ("PRPS")

        PRPS SUBMITTED WRITTEN COMMENTS ON THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ON THREE SEPARATE OCCASIONS.  ALL
COMMENTS WERE MADE THROUGH THE PRP STEERING COMMITTEE, WHICH REPRESENTS SEVERAL GENERATOR COMPANIES WHICH  
EPA HAS LINKED TO THE TAYLOR SITE.  THE THREE SUBMISSIONS WERE AS FOLLOWS:

        1)  6-10-85:  AN INITIAL CONTEMPLATED ALTERNATIVE IN RESPONSE TO
                      EPA'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE NO. 13, IN ADDITION TO A
                      REQUEST TO EXTEND THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD TO JULY
                      30, 1985;

        2)  6-14-85:  COMMENTS ON EPA'S DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND
                      FEASIBILITY STUDY ("RI/FS"), INCLUDING:
                      A)  THE PRP'S VERSION OF THE HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM
                          SCORE BASED ON THE DATA AND CONCLUSIONS OF THE
                          DRAFT RI AND FS REPORTS;
                      B)  A SUMMARY OF THE ACTIVITIES AT THE TAYLOR BOROUGH
                          SITE AND ANALYSIS OF RI/FS FINDINGS;
                      C)  A SUMMARY TABLE SHOWING RAW WASTEWATER TOXIC
                          POLLUTANTS FROM COAL MINING OPERATIONS;
                      D)  DETAILED TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON EPA'S PREFERRED
                          ALTERNATIVE NO. 13; AND

        3)  6-21-85:  REVISIONS AND SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION TO THE PRP
                      PROPOSED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE OF 6-10-85.

        THE SPECIFIC COMMENTS OF THE PRPS WILL BE SET FORTH BELOW, ALONG WITH EPA'S RESPONSE.  ADDITIONALLY,
EPA CONSIDERED THE PRPS REQUEST TO EXTEND THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD TO JULY 30, 1985, AND ON JUNE 14 WE
PARTIALLY GRANTED THIS REQUEST, ALLOWING ONE ADDITIONAL WEEK OF COMMENT PERIOD TO JUNE 21, 1985.  AS SET
FORTH ABOVE, ADDITIONAL PRP COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED ON JUNE 21.  EPA BELIEVES THAT AN EXTENSION BEYOND THIS
TIME IS NOT NECESSARY, SINCE THE PRPS HAVE BEEN FULLY INVOLVED IN ALL ASPECTS OF THE ON-SITE REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION SINCE MARCH 1984, THEY RECEIVED THE BULK OF THE TECHNICAL DATA COLLECTED CONCERNING THE SITE BY
MARCH 1985, AND THEIR REPRESENTATIVES MET WITH EPA IN EARLY MAY 1985 TO PRESENT INFORMATION FOR EPA'S
INCLUSION IN THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION. THE INVOLVEMENT OF THE PRPS INCLUDED MEETINGS WITH EPA IN 1984 TO
CRITIQUE DETAILS OF EPA'S PROPOSED INVESTIGATION OF THE SITE.  IN RESPONSE TO THESE MEETINGS WITH THE PRP'S,
EPA DID MAKE REVISIONS IN THE PLANNED INVESTIGATORY WORK AT THE SITE.  BASED ON THIS EXTENSIVE PARTICIPATION,
EPA BELIEVES THAT IT HAS GIVEN THE PRPS AN ADEQUATE OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW INFORMATION CONCERNING THE SITE,
AND TO PRESENT COMMENTS TO EPA.  NEVERTHELESS, WE DID ALLOW THEM AN ADDITIONAL WEEK IN THE EVENT THEY HAD
COMMENTS BEYOND THEIR DETAILED SUBMISSION OF JUNE 14.

   COMMENT #1:  REMAINING MATERIALS IN DRUM AREA NOS. 1 AND 2 ARE NOT
                HAZARDOUS WASTES.  TEST PIT LOGS INDICATE THEY ARE
                PRIMARILY A MIXTURE OF GARBAGE, SOILS, MINING OVERBURDEN
                AND MISCELLANEOUS RUBBLE AND CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS (TYPICAL
                OF A SANITARY LANDFILL).  (FROM 6-21-85 LETTER).

   ANSWER:      EPA AGREES THAT THE REMAINING MATERIALS ARE NOT HAZARDOUS
                WASTES.  HOWEVER, THE MATERIALS CONTAIN ELEVATED LEVELS OF
                HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, SUFFICIENT TO CAUSE A CONCERN FOR THE
                PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  FOR
                EXAMPLE, COMMONLY USED INDUSTRIAL SOLVENTS SUCH AS
                ETHYLBENZENE, TOLUENE, XYLENE AND 4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE, AS
                WELL AS POLYNUCLEAR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS AND PCB-1254 WERE
                FOUND IN FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS NOS. 1 AND 2 (SEE PAGE 5
                OF THE RECORD OF DECISION FOR A FULL DISCUSSION; ALSO SEE
                TABLE 3-6 OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION).  AS SUCH, IT IS
                NECESSARY TO TAKE APPROPRIATE REMEDIAL MEASURES TO ENSURE
                THAT THESE MATERIALS DO NOT POSE UNWARRANTED RISKS TO HUMAN
                HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  EPA'S GUIDANCE FOR THE
                REMEDIATION OF CERCLA SITES STATES THAT IN DETERMINING SITE
                CLEAN-UP MEASURES, APPLICABLE AND RELEVANT PROVISIONS OF
                OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AND FOLLOWED.
                EPA HAS THUS DETERMINED THAT THE REGULATIONS PROMULGATED
                UNDER THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT,



                SPECIFICALLY 40 C.F.R. PART 264, SUBPARTS F AND G (GROUND
                WATER MONITORING AND CLOSURE), ARE RELEVANT TO THE
                REMEDIATION OF THE TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE.  THEREFORE,
                ALTHOUGH THERE MAY BE NO HAZARDOUS WASTES AT THE TAYLOR
                SITE, THE RCRA STANDARDS ARE RELEVANT AND PROVIDE HELPFUL
                GUIDANCE IN DETERMINING APPROPRIATE MEASURES FOR THE
                REMEDIATION OF THE SITE.

                THE FACT THAT THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES WERE FOUND
                INTERMIXED WITH GARBAGE IS NOT CONTROLLING.  HAZARDOUS
                SUBSTANCES THAT ARE NOT TYPICAL OF MUNICIPAL WASTE WERE
                FOUND IN DRUMS AREAS NO. 1 AND 2, SUCH AS THE CHEMICALS
                DESCRIBED IN THE PREVIOUS PARAGRAPH.  ADDITIONALLY, IT IS
                UNCONTROVERTED THAT THERE WERE DRUMS OF INDUSTRIAL WASTE
                WHICH HAD BEEN LOCATED AT THESE AREAS, AND THAT SOME OF
                THESE DRUMS WERE DETERIORATED AND COULD HAVE LEAKED, BOTH
                ON THE SURFACE AND INTO THE GARBAGE LAYER.  IT IS
                UNFORTUNATE THAT INDUSTRIAL WASTE WAS DISPOSED ON TOP OF A
                MUNICIPAL LANDFILL, AND HAS COMPLICATED BOTH THE STUDY AND
                REMEDIATION OF THIS SITE.  HOWEVER, EPA MUST EVALUATE AND
                ADDRESS THE SITE AS WE FOUND IT, AND SIMPLY TREAT THE
                EXISTENCE OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AS A UNIQUE FEATURE OF
                THIS SITE, JUST AS OTHER CERCLA SITES HAVE OTHER UNIQUE
                FEATURES WHICH ARE SIMILARLY COMPLICATING.

   COMMENT #2:  TEST PIT DATA SHOWS ONLY ISOLATED EVIDENCE OF HAZARDOUS
                SUBSTANCES AND DOES NOT SUPPORT A 4200 CUBIC YARD REMOVAL
                (LETTER OF 6-21-85).

   ANSWER:      THE TEST PITS WERE INTENDED TO BE JUST THAT -- AN
                INDICATION OF CONTAMINATION THROUGHOUT THE SITE.  MORE
                EXTENSIVE SAMPLING TO CHEMICALLY CHARACTERIZE EVERY FEW
                FEET OF THE SITE WOULD BE PROHIBITIVELY EXPENSIVE, BASED ON
                AN AVERAGE OF $1,000/SAMPLE.

                IT WAS EPA'S INTENTION WHILE CONDUCTING THE TEST PIT
                PROGRAM AT THE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS NOT ONLY TO
                IDENTIFY THE NATURE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES WERE CAUSING
                THE PERSISTENT ODORS IN THESE AREAS BUT ALSO TO DEFINE THE
                VERTICAL AND AREAL EXTENT OF THE WASTE IN THESE AREAS.
                ALTHOUGH DETECTED HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES MAY BE ATTRIBUTABLE
                TO MINE SPOIL AND/OR MUNICIPAL TRASH AS WELL AS INDUSTRIAL
                DISPOSAL, THE PRP PROPOSAL HAS NOT ESTABLISHED THAT BY
                REMOVING 1000 CUBIC YARDS OF WASTE MATERIAL THE REMAINING
                WASTE IS AT BACKGROUND LEVELS, IN ORDER TO MEET THE
                REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA.  TEST PIT DATA DOES SHOW HAZARDOUS
                SUBSTANCES.  ANY CONTAMINATED MATERIALS ABOVE BACKGROUND
                LEFT ONSITE WOULD REQUIRE THE SITE TO BE PROPERLY CLOSED AS
                A LAND DISPOSAL FACILITY FOR HAZARDOUS WASTES, ACCORDING TO
                THE RCRA REQUIREMENTS.

                THE REMAINDER OF THIS COMMENT IS DISCUSSED IN THE ANSWER TO
                COMMENT #19, BELOW.

   COMMENT #3:  THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT CAN BE TOTALLY ELIMINATED
                BY CUTTING THE HIGH WALL TO A 3:1 SLOPE AND APPLYING A
                GEOTEXTILE MATERIAL AND COVER.  THIS WILL ALSO ELIMINATE
                THE POTENTIAL FOR ANY ODORS EMANATING FROM THE AREA AND IS
                MORE COST-EFFECTIVE.

   ANSWER:      EPA DOES NOT BELIEVE THAT THESE STEPS WILL ELIMINATE THE
                CHEMICAL ODORS OR POTENTIAL ODORS FROM THIS AREA.  THE
                ODORS ARE TENTATIVELY IDENTIFIED AS TOLUENE, BUT METHYLENE
                CHLORIDE AND 4-METHYL-2-PENTANONE HAVE ALSO BEEN IDENTIFIED
                IN THIS AREA.  FIRSTLY, GEOTEXTILE MATERIAL IS VERY
                PERMEABLE, AND WOULD NOT PREVENT THE CHEMICAL ODORS FROM
                BEING RELEASED.  MINING OVERBURDEN PROVIDES RELATIVELY



                LITTLE PROTECTION AGAINST THE RELEASE OF CHEMICAL ODORS.
                THE 6" OF TOPSOIL WOULD ALSO BE INSUFFICIENT TO PREVENT THE
                ODORS FROM ESCAPING.  EVEN THE ADDITION OF MORE TOPSOIL
                WOULD NOT NECESSARILY BE EFFECTIVE TO CONTROL THE CHEMICAL
                EMISSIONS.  EPA'S FEASIBILITY STUDY GUIDANCE STATES THAT
                IMPERMEABLE MATERIAL SHOULD BE USED AS A COVER IN ANY
                EVENT, WHICH WOULD MEAN THE INSTALLATION OF A CLAY CAP.
                THEN, IN ORDER TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE CLAY CAP, IT
                WOULD BE NECESSARY TO GROUT THE MINE VOIDS TO PREVENT
                POTENTIAL SUBSIDENCE OF THE CAP (SEE COMMENT #7, BELOW).
                GROUTING WOULD COST AN ESTIMATED $2.2 MILLION, WITH THE
                TOTAL COST FOR INSTALLATION OF THE CLAY CAP THEN REACHING
                AN ESTIMATED $2.7 MILLION.  THIS ALTERNATIVE WOULD
                THEREFORE NOT BE COST-EFFECTIVE.

   COMMENT #4:  THE PRP PLAN ADEQUATELY ADDRESSES STORMWATER CONTROL, BY
                ELIMINATING THE POND NOS. 1 AND 2 DEPRESSIONS AND PROVIDING
                STABLE COVER AND PREVENTING EROSION OF THE COVER AND SAFELY
                DIRECTING STORMWATER FROM THE AREA.

   ANSWER:      WITHOUT GOING INTO A DETAILED DISCUSSION OF THE TECHNICAL
                MERITS OF THIS PROPOSAL, SEVERAL PROBLEMS ARISE WHICH
                PREVENT THE PRPS ALTERNATIVE FROM BEING IMPLEMENTED AT THE
                SITE.  THE MAJOR FEATURE OF THE PRPS ALTERNATIVE IS THAT IT
                WOULD LEAVE ELEVATED LEVELS OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AT THE
                SITE, WHEREAS EPA'S ALTERNATIVE WOULD NOT.  HOWEVER, IN
                ORDER TO LEAVE THESE MATERIALS ON-SITE AND STILL PROTECT
                HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT IT WOULD BE NECESSARY TO
                HAVE A RIGOROUS MONITORING PROGRAM TO ENSURE THAT THE
                HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES WERE NOT BEING CONTINUALLY RELEASED
                INTO THE ENVIRONMENT.  THE PRP PROPOSAL DOES NOT INCLUDE
                SUCH A MONITORING PROGRAM.  ADDITIONALLY, RCRA CLOSURE
                STANDARDS WOULD HAVE TO BE FOLLOWED.  BOTH OF THESE
                MEASURES WOULD BE EXTREMELY EXPENSIVE.  IN VIEW OF THIS AS
                WELL AS OTHER FACTORS, EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT THE PREFERRED
                ALTERNATIVE IS TO REMOVE THE THREAT OF RELEASE BY REMOVING
                THE MATERIALS FROM THE SITE.

   COMMENT #5:  POND NOS. 1 AND 2 SEDIMENTS CONTAIN NO ELEVATED INORGANICS
                AND MINIMAL LEVELS OF ORGANICS.  POND WATER (TO BE REMOVED)
                SHOWS SLIGHT CONTAMINATION, MUCH LESS THAN TYPICAL URBAN
                STORMWATER RUN-OFF. (LETTER OF 6-21-85).

   ANSWER:      THE CHEMICAL MAKEUP OF URBAN STORMWATER RUN-OFF IS
                IRRELEVANT TO THIS SITE.  IT IS NOT DISPUTED THAT THE
                TAYLOR SITE IS NOT LOCATED IN AN URBAN AREA, BUT RATHER IN
                A REMOTE RURAL SETTING.  THE REMAINDER OF THIS COMMENT IS
                DISCUSSED IN THE ANSWER TO COMMENT #4, ABOVE.  OF NOTE, THE
                PRPS COMMENT RECOGNIZES THAT THERE ARE ELEVATED LEVELS OF
                ORGANICS FOUND IN THESE AREAS.

   COMMENT #6:  THE SINGULAR RISK, DIRECT CONTACT, IS COST EFFECTIVELY
                ELIMINATED BY LEAVING THE SEDIMENTS IN PLACE AND PROVIDING
                A STABLE COVER.  (LETTER OF 6-21-85).

   ANSWER:      AS DISCUSSED IN THE ANSWER TO COMMENT #4, ABOVE, THE PRPS
                HAVE FAILED TO INCLUDE THE COSTS OF RCRA CLOSURE AND
                MONITORING IN THEIR COST ASSESSMENT FOR THIS PROPOSAL.
                THIS WOULD SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT THEIR COST-EFFECTIVENESS
                DETERMINATION.  SUCH CLOSURE AND MONITORING WOULD BE
                NECESSARY TO ENSURE THAT CONTAMINANTS FROM THE SITE WERE
                NOT RELEASED INTO THE ENVIRONMENT.  EPA'S SELECTED
                ALTERNATIVE ELIMINATES THE RISK THAT THESE SUBSTANCES CAN
                BE RELEASED INTO THE ENVIRONMENT FROM THIS SITE.

   COMMENT #7:  SUCH DITCHES AT SHALLOW GRADES ARE DIFFICULT TO MAINTAIN
                AND TEND TO PROMOTE FURTHER DEPRESSIONS AND SUBSIDENCE IN



                OLD LANDFILLS WHEN NOT MAINTAINED. (LETTER OF 6-21-85).

   ANSWER:      THE PRPS COMMENT IS REFERRING TO THEIR PREFERENCE FOR
                SUBSTITUTING TWO PERCENT GRADING AT THE SITE FOR EPA'S
                ALTERNATIVE, WHICH INCLUDES THE INSTALLATION OF DITCHES TO
                DIRECT GROUND WATER FLOWS.  EPA AGREES THAT THERE IS A
                POSSIBILITY OF SUBSIDENCE AND FURTHER DEPRESSIONS AT THE
                TAYLOR SITE, PARTICULARLY SINCE THE SITE IS LOCATED OVER A
                MINED AREA WHERE SUBSIDENCE IS COMMON.  IN FACT, THIS IS
                ONE OF THE REASONS WHY EPA'S SELECTED ALTERNATIVE INCLUDES
                REMOVAL OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES FROM THE TAYLOR SITE --
                MAINTENANCE OF THE LANDFILL COULD PROVE TO BE DIFFICULT,
                AND IF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES ARE LEFT AT THE SITE, FUTURE
                DIRECT CONTACT WITH THE SUBSTANCES CANNOT BE RULED OUT.

                HOWEVER, EPA DOES NOT NECESSARILY DISAGREE WITH THE PRPS
                APPROACH OF USING A TWO PERCENT GRADE RATHER THAN THE
                DITCHES.  THIS IS A FAIRLY MINOR COMMENT, AND ADJUSTMENTS
                IN THIS TYPE OF WORK CAN BE MADE DURING THE DESIGN PHASE OF
                THE REMEDIAL PROJECT.

   COMMENT #8:  THE ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER HAS PLACED A LARGE MOUND OF
                FILL MATERIAL ALONG THE PROPERTY LINE WHICH WOULD MAKE
                PLACEMENT OF DRAINAGE WAYS DIFFICULT.  (LETTER OF 6-21-85).

   ANSWER:      EPA DOES NOT NECESSARILY DISAGREE WITH THIS COMMENT.
                SIMILAR TO COMMENT #7, THIS POINT CAN BE ADDRESSED DURING
                THE DESIGN PHASE.

   COMMENT #9:  THE DRAINAGE BASIN AREAS ARE SMALL. (LETTER OF 6-21-85).

   ANSWER:      EPA DOES NOT NECESSARILY DISAGREE WITH THIS COMMENT.  THIS
                POINT CAN ALSO BE ADDRESSED DURING THE DESIGN PHASE.

   COMMENT #10: THE HAZARD RANKING SCORE CALCULATED FOR THE TAYLOR SITE IS
                ARBITRARY, INACCURATE AND TOO HIGH, AND HAS CAUSED PUBLIC
                MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT THE SITE.

   ANSWER:      THE INITIAL RANKING OF THIS SITE IN THE SUMMER OF 1982
                CAUSED PUBLIC CONCERN BECAUSE IT WAS FELT TO BE TOO LOW
                (SEE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY, P. 1).  THE TAYLOR
                NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION PETITIONED EPA HEADQUARTERS TO
                REEVALUATE THE SCORE, BASED ON THE PUBLIC'S SERIOUS
                CONCERNS ABOUT THE SITE.  ON THE BASIS OF ADDITIONAL
                COLLECTED INFORMATION ABOUT THE SITE, THE SITE WAS RESCORED
                IN 1983, RESULTING IN ITS CURRENT EPA SCORING OF 30.94.
                THUS, THE EPA SCORING HAS NOT CAUSED PUBLIC MISCONCEPTIONS;
                RATHER, THE PUBLIC HAS BEEN ACTIVE IN PUSHING EPA TO
                ADDRESS THE SITE.

                IT IS POSSIBLE THAT DIFFERENT CONSULTANTS SCORING THE
                SITE WILL COME UP WITH SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT SCORES, AND EPA
                DOES NOT MAINTAIN THAT THE PRP'S CONSULTANT, HART, IS NOT
                QUALIFIED.  ADDITIONALLY, IT IS NOT FEASIBLE TO ADDRESS A
                DETAILED COMPARISON OF SCORES IN THIS SUMMARY RESPONSE.
                SUFFICE TO SAY THAT EPA'S FORMULATION OF THE SCORE WAS
                BASED ON RELIABLE DATA AND INFORMATION CONCERNING THE SITE,
                AND THE PRPS HAVE NOT TAKEN ISSUE WITH THIS DATA.  THUS,
                THERE IS NO REASON FOR EPA'S FORMULATION TO BE QUESTIONED.
                THE PRPS MUST ALSO RECOGNIZE THAT THERE ARE ERRORS IN THEIR
                ANALYSIS OF THE INFORMATION IN THEIR FORMULATION OF THE HRS
                SCORE.  WITHOUT GOING INTO A DETAILED REVIEW OF ALL OF
                THESE AREAS, ONE OBVIOUS EXAMPLE IS THE PRPS ERRONEOUS
                FORMULATION OF THE TOTAL WASTE AT THE SITE.  IN THAT
                FORMULATION, THE PRPS HAVE SUBTRACTED FROM THE WASTE TOTAL
                THE APPROXIMATELY 1200 DRUMS WHICH EPA REMOVED DURING THE
                EMERGENCY ACTIVITIES IN 1983.  BUT THIS APPROACH ONLY



                ENCOURAGES PRPS TO TAKE "BAND-AID" MEASURES AT CERCLA
                SITES, SO AS TO LOWER THE SCORE AND REMOVE THE SITE FROM
                THE NPL.  THE REMAINDER OF THE PROBLEMS AT THE SITES WOULD
                THEN NEVER BE ADDRESSED]  FOR THIS REASON, EPA HAS
                ESTABLISHED CLEAR GUIDANCE STATING THAT PARTIAL CLEAN-UP
                MEASURES AT SITES WILL NOT BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN HRS
                FORMULATIONS.  THIS SOUND POLICY APPROACH ENSURES THAT
                ENVIRONMENTAL AND HEALTH HAZARDS POSED BY THESE SITES WILL
                BE FULLY ADDRESSED.  THUS, IN THE HRS FORMULATION OF THE
                SCORE BY THE PRPS, THE WASTE QUANTITY HAS BEEN CALCULATED
                ERRONEOUSLY.

                ANOTHER ERROR OF NOTE IS THE PRPS CHARACTERIZATION OF AIR
                EMISSIONS.  IN THEIR HRS FORMULATION, THEY STATE THAT "NO
                AIR CONTAMINATION DETECTED THROUGHOUT RI ACTIVITIES.  1200
                DRUMS HAVE BEEN REMOVED FROM SITE.  PREVIOUS AIR
                CONTAMINATION WAS PROBABLY DUE TO PRESENCE OF DRUMS
                CONTAINING HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.". (PRP WORKSHEET, P. 11).
                THIS IS CLEARLY INACCURATE.  THE PERSON PREPARING THE
                WORKSHEET FOR THE PRPS HAS OBVIOUSLY NOT VISITED THE SITE
                RECENTLY, BECAUSE IF (S)HE DID, (S)HE WOULD OBSERVE THAT
                THERE STILL IS A CLEAR CHEMICAL ODOR EMANATING FROM FORMER
                DRUM STORAGE AREAS NOS. 1 AND 2, AND THE ADJACENT PONDS
                NOS. 1 AND 2 (REFERRED TO BY FIELD INVESTIGATORS AS "SHOE
                POLISH POND").  EPA HAS BEEN UNABLE TO QUANTIFY OR
                DEFINITIVELY CHARACTERIZE THIS ODOR, ALTHOUGH FIELD
                INVESTIGATORS IDENTIFIED IT AS TOLUENE, PERHAPS COMBINED
                WITH OTHER ORGANICS.  THIS ERROR BY THE PRPS HAS RESULTED
                IN THEIR CALCULATION OF AN INACCURATE SCORE FOR THE SITE.

   COMMENT #11: IN SELECTING A REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE, EPA MUST ABIDE BY THE
                RESTRICTIONS OF CERCLA AND THE NCP TAKING INTO ACCOUNT
                ACTUAL SITE CONDITIONS.  THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
                DOES NOT CONFORM TO THE LEGAL AND REGULATORY CONSTRAINTS
                IMPOSED ON EPA.  . . .ALTERNATIVE 13 CONTAINS MANY ASPECTS
                THAT ARE UNNECESSARY GIVEN THE PRESENT CONDITION OF THE
                TAYLOR SITE.  (SUBMISSION OF 6-14-85, P. 9).

   ANSWER:      EPA AGREES WITH THE PRPS THAT CLEAN-UP ACTIONS MUST CONFORM
                TO CERCLA AND THE NCP.  IN SUPPORT OF THEIR ASSERTION, THE
                PRPS HAVE CITED A NUMBER OF SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE NCP
                AND OF CERCLA.  A DETAILED REVIEW OF ALL OF THESE
                PROVISIONS WOULD BE EXHAUSTIVE, AND IS BEYOND THE INTENDED
                SCOPE OF THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  HOWEVER, THE PRPS
                HAVE CITED ONLY SELECTED PORTIONS OF NCP.  EPA'S ACTIONS
                MUST BE GUIDED BY THE ENTIRE NCP, NOT JUST SELECTED
                PORTIONS.  ADDITIONALLY, EPA'S ACTIONS MUST BE GUIDED BY
                RELEVANT GUIDANCE, INCLUDING OUR POLICY OF COMPLIANCE WITH
                APPLICABLE AND RELEVANT ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  ONE OF THOSE
                LAWS IS THE RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT
                ("RCRA").  EPA DETERMINED THAT THE STANDARDS OF RCRA ARE
                RELEVANT TO THE TAYLOR SITE, PARTICULARLY SINCE THE RCRA
                STANDARDS ARE THE ONLY DETAILED GUIDELINES THE AGENCY HAS
                FOR HANDLING HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  FURTHER, THE SUBTITLE C
                PORTION OF RCRA WAS DETERMINED TO BE THE RELEVANT PORTION
                OF RCRA TO APPLY, SINCE IT IS UNDISPUTED THAT INDUSTRIAL
                WASTES AS WELL AS MUNICIPAL WASTES WERE DISPOSED AT THE
                TAYLOR SITE (SEE ANSWER TO COMMENT #1, ABOVE).

                FOR THESE REASONS, EPA BELIEVES THAT IT HAS CORRECTLY
                APPLIED CERCLA AND THE NCP IN THE DETERMINATION OF THE
                APPROPRIATE CLEAN-UP AT THE TAYLOR SITE.

   COMMENT #12: BACKGROUND CONDITIONS AT THE SITE SHOULD REFLECT PREVIOUS
                SITE ACTIVITIES (MUNICIPAL LANDFILL AND MINING).  THE PRPS
                SHOULD NOT NOW BE CALLED UPON TO ADDRESS THE CONTAMINATION
                THAT DID NOT ORIGINATE FROM THE DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS



                SUBSTANCES, IF ANY.  (SUBMISSION OF 6-14-85, APPENDIX B,
                P. 3).

   ANSWER:      THIS COMMENT HAS SUBSTANTIAL MERIT, AND EPA HAS TAKEN
                BACKGROUND CONDITIONS OF THE SITE INTO ACCOUNT IN THE
                REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (SECTION 3) AND IN THE SELECTION OF
                THE REMEDY (RECORD OF DECISION, PP. 4-5).  EPA'S OVERRIDING
                CONCERN IN THE REMEDIATION OF THIS SITE IS THE ADEQUATE
                PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT FROM
                EXPOSURE TO HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, AND AS DISCUSSED IN
                COMMENT #1, ABOVE, THE EXISTENCE OF THE MUNICIPAL LANDFILL
                AND THE MINING IS A COMPLICATING FACTOR IN DIFFERENTIATING
                THE SOURCE(S) OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.  IT IS DIFFICULT
                TO SEE HOW THE PRPS CAN CONTEST THE DISPOSAL OF INDUSTRIAL
                WASTES AT THE SITE, IN VIEW OF OVER 1000 DRUMS AT THE SITE
                WHICH THE PRP'S OWN REPRESENTATIVES SAW AND SAMPLED.  THUS,
                EPA BELIEVES THAT IT HAS TAKEN THESE CONSIDERATIONS INTO
                ACCOUNT IN THE SELECTION OF THE REMEDY.

   COMMENT #13: PRESENT SITE CONDITIONS POSE NO SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL FOR
                AIRBORNE CONTAMINATION, EITHER FROM ORGANIC VAPORS OR DUST.

   ANSWER:      SEE EPA'S ANSWER TO PRP COMMENT #10.

   COMMENT #14: . . . THERE IS NEITHER AN APPRECIABLE PUBLIC HEALTH OR
                ENVIRONMENTAL RISK POSED BY CONTAMINATED SOILS REMAINING ON
                THE SITE.  LOCALIZED AREAS OF ELEVATED CONTAMINANTS IN THE
                SOILS CAN BE APPROPRIATELY ADDRESSED IN A REMEDIAL ACTION
                PROGRAM FOR THE SITE.

   ANSWER:      EPA AGREES THAT THERE IS NOT A SERIOUS PUBLIC HEALTH OR
                ENVIRONMENTAL RISK POSED BY THE CONTAMINATED SOILS; HOWEVER
                THERE IS STILL AN APPRECIABLE RISK.  THE CONTAMINANTS OF
                CONCERN ARE PRIMARILY VOLATILE ORGANICS TYPICAL OF
                INDUSTRIAL SOLVENTS, AND LEAD, WELL-KNOWN FOR ITS ADVERSE
                HEALTH EFFECTS PARTICULARLY IN CHILDREN.

                THUS, EPA AGREES THAT LOCALIZED AREAS OF ELEVATED
                CONTAMINANTS IN THE SOILS CAN BE APPROPRIATELY ADDRESSED IN
                THE REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM FOR THE SITE, AND WE BELIEVE
                THAT WE HAVE APPROPRIATELY ADDRESSED THESE WITH THE
                SELECTION OF OUR ALTERNATIVE #13.

   COMMENT #15: . . . CONTAMINATION OF (SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENTS) IS
                LIMITED TO THE AREAS OF POND NOS. 1 AND 2.  . . . THERE IS
                NO EVIDENCE OF OFF-SITE MIGRATION OF THESE CONTAMINANTS AND
                NO EVIDENCE OF EXPOSURE PATHWAYS FOR THOSE CONTAMINANTS
                WITHIN THE POND NOS. 1 AND 2 AREA.

   ANSWER:      THIS COMMENT INDICATES THAT THE COMMENTOR RECOGNIZES THAT
                CONTAMINATION IN POND NOS. 1 AND 2 WAS FOUND.  AS SUCH, IT
                MUST BE CONSIDERED FOR REMEDIAL ACTION.  EVEN IF THERE WERE
                NO EVIDENCE OF OFF-SITE MIGRATION, THIS IS NOT NECESSARILY
                CONTROLLING SINCE THIS WAS NOT EXTENSIVELY STUDIED.  EPA
                CONSIDERED THE DATA DISCUSSED BY THE PRPS IN COMMENT #15,
                AND REACHED THE CONCLUSION THAT THE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS
                MUST BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE PRIMARILY TO PREVENT HUMAN
                EXPOSURE, AND ALSO TO COMPLY WITH THE GUIDANCE OF THE RCRA
                STANDARDS.  IN ORDER TO COMPLY WITH THE RCRA REGULATIONS,
                THE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS MUST BE:  (1) REMOVED TO
                BACKGROUND LEVELS, OR (2) IF ABOVE BACKGROUND MATERIAL IS
                LEFT ON SITE THEN THE AREA MUST BE CLOSED AS AN EXISTING
                LAND DISPOSAL UNIT WHICH REQUIRES (A) A RCRA APPROVED
                COVER, (B) GROUND WATER MONITORING OF THE UNIT, AND (C)
                POST CLOSURE MAINTENANCE OF BOTH THE UNIT AND MONITORING
                PROGRAM.  THE ALTERNATIVE OF LEAVING THESE CONTAMINATED
                WATERS AND SEDIMENTS ON SITE WOULD HAVE TO INCORPORATE SUCH



                ADDITIONAL MEASURES, WHICH ALSO HAVE THEIR ASSOCIATED
                COSTS.  THE PRPS DO PROPOSE AN ALTERNATIVE WHICH WOULD
                LEAVE THE SEDIMENTS ON SITE, BUT IT DOES NOT ADDRESS THESE
                RCRA POINTS.

   COMMENT #16: GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION IS MINIMAL.

   ANSWER:      EPA AGREES WITH THIS COMMENT, BUT ALSO NOTES THAT
                GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION WAS FOUND, IN WELL #3C, INCLUDING
                THE CONTAMINANTS 1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE, 2,4-DINITROTOLUENE,
                AND N-NITROSODI-N-PROPYLAMINE (SEE PAGE 6 OF THE RECORD OF
                DECISION).

   COMMENT #17: THERE ARE NO POTENTIAL RECEPTORS OF CONTAMINANTS.

   ANSWER:      EPA DISAGREES WITH THIS COMMENT.  THE SITE IS ADJACENT TO A
                RECREATIONAL AREA AND A HOUSING DEVELOPMENT.  PICNICKERS
                AND CHILDREN HAVE BEEN OBSERVED AT THE SITE, AS WELL AS
                INDIVIDUALS GATHERING WILD FRUIT.  ALL OF THESE PEOPLE ARE
                POTENTIAL RECEPTORS OF CONTAMINANTS.

   COMMENT #18: IN SUMMARY, THE RI HAS CONCLUSIVELY DEMONSTRATED THAT
                MINIMAL RISK TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT
                EXISTS FROM EITHER AIR OR GROUNDWATER ROUTES OF EXPOSURE.
                MOREOVER, THE RI INDICATES THAT FOR THE MOST PART, SURFACE
                WATER, SOILS AND SEDIMENTS SHOW CONTAMINANT PATTERNS
                CONSISTENT WITH BACKGROUND LEVELS FOUND IN THE AREA OR
                LEVELS WHICH ARE ATTRIBUTABLE TO SANITARY LANDFILL AND/OR
                MINING ACTIVITIES.  SEVERAL LOCALIZED AREAS SHOWING
                ELEVATED SURFACE SOIL, SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT
                CONTAMINATION LEVELS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND ONLY THESE
                LIMITED AREAS NEED BE ADDRESSED AT ALL, AND IF SO, IN A
                COST-EFFECTIVE MANNER TO MINIMIZE DERMAL CONTACT.

   ANSWER:      EPA BELIEVES THAT IT HAS ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED THIS COMMENT
                IN THE RECORD OF DECISION AND IN ITS PREVIOUS ANSWERS TO
                THE PRPS COMMENTS.  FURTHER, THE PRPS MUST CONSIDER THE
                PATHWAYS OF INGESTION OR INHALATION OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN
                ADDITION TO THE DERMAL CONTACT ROUTE.

   COMMENT #19: ALTERNATIVE 13 INCLUDES COMPONENTS WHICH GO BEYOND THAT
                WHICH IS REQUIRED TO MEET THIS OBJECTIVE WITHOUT ANY
                SUPPORTING ANALYSIS OR RATIONALE . . .(SUCH AS):
                   - METHANE GAS VENTING,
                   - EXTENT OF SOIL COVER,
                   - OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL AND SEDIMENT, AND
                   - GROUND WATER MONITORING.

   ANSWER:      EPA WILL FIRST ADDRESS THE SPECIFIC CRITICISMS MADE BY THE
                PRPS, AND THEN WILL GENERALLY DISCUSS THEIR ALTERNATE PROPOSAL.

                METHANE GAS VENTING:  EPA AGREES WITH THE PRPS THAT
                METHANE GAS VENTING MAY NOT BE NECESSARY.  THUS, THE
                PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE HAS BEEN REVISED TO ALLOW FOR A
                DETERMINATION DURING THE DESIGN PHASE OF THE PROJECT
                WHETHER THE METHANE SYSTEM IS WARRANTED.

                EXTENT OF SOIL COVER:  AS DISCUSSED IN THE ANSWER TO
                COMMENT #18, ABOVE, INHALATION AND INGESTION MUST ALSO BE
                CONSIDERED AS EXPOSURE ROUTES.  THIS IS OF PARTICULAR NOTE
                IN THE CASE OF LEAD, WHICH EXHIBITS ELEVATED LEVELS IN THE
                AREAS OF THE SITE DESIGNATED FOR THE COVER BY EPA.
                ADDITIONALLY, THE TOXICOLOGICAL RECOMMENDATION FOR THIS
                SITE WAS TO MINIMIZE THE TRANSLOCATION OF THESE SURFACE
                CONTAMINANTS, IN ORDER TO ADEQUATELY PROTECT HUMAN HEALTH.
                THESE ARE REASONS WHY EPA HAS CONCLUDED THAT A SURFACE
                COVER ON SELECTED PORTIONS OF THE SITE IS NECESSARY.



                OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED SOIL AND SEDIMENT:
                ALTHOUGH IT MAY BE PREFERABLE TO USE AN ALTERNATIVE THAT
                DOES NOT INVOLVE OFF-SITE DISPOSAL, BOTH ON-SITE TREATMENT
                OR DISPOSAL ARE NOT FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES FOR THIS SITE.
                THE PRPS HAVE NOT IDENTIFIED WHAT WOULD BE A FEASIBLE
                "TREATMENT" FOR THE WASTES AT THIS SITE, AND ON-SITE
                DISPOSAL IS PROHIBITIVE BECAUSE OF THE LOCATION OF THE SITE
                IN A MINE SUBSIDENCE AREA.  IN ORDER TO ENSURE THE
                INTEGRITY OF AN ON-SITE DISPOSAL OPTION, IT WOULD BE
                NECESSARY TO GROUT THE MINE VOIDS, AN EXTREMELY DIFFICULT
                AND COSTLY TASK (APPROXIMATELY $5.7 MILLION).  THUS,
                OFF-SITE DISPOSAL AT A SITE EFFECTIVELY MONITORED FOR
                RELEASE OF WASTES IS PREFERABLE, BOTH AS A MATTER OF
                ENVIRONMENT AND HEALTH PROTECTION AND OF COST.

                GROUND WATER MONITORING:  THIS COMMENT HAS MERIT.  EPA
                HAS REVISED THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE TO POSTPONE
                CONSIDERATION OF THE GROUNDWATER ISSUE.  THUS, THE PRESENT
                ALTERNATIVE DOES NOT INCLUDE A LONG-TERM GROUNDWATER
                MONITORING PROGRAM.

                OTHER CONCERNS EPA HAS WITH THE PRP'S PROPOSAL ARE AS FOLLOWS:

                IN COMPARING REMEDIES FOR THE FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS
                NOS. 1 AND 2, EPA PROPOSES TO REMOVE APPROXIMATELY 4,000
                CUBIC YARDS OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS WHILE THE PRPS PROPOSE
                TO REMOVE ONLY 1,000 CUBIC YARDS.  THE MAJOR REASON FOR
                EPA'S HIGHER QUANTITY IS TO PREVENT THE FUTURE MIGRATION OF
                HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES INTO ADJACENT SURFACE WATER (PONDS 1
                AND 2 AND POSSIBLY ST. JOHN'S CREEK) AND ALSO ELIMINATE THE
                PERSISTENT CHEMICAL ODOR EMANATING FROM THIS AREA.  BY
                REMOVING THE CONTAMINATED SOIL/SPOIL/GARBAGE/RUBBLE/CRUSHED
                DRUMS/CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS MATERIAL TO SUB-SOIL
                (WHICH WAS APPROXIMATED BY A TESTPIT PROGRAM TO BE ABOUT
                8 FEET BELOW THE SURFACE) THE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE WASHOUT
                AND MIGRATION OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES WILL BE EFFECTIVELY
                MITIGATED.  EXCAVATING ONLY 1000 CUBIC YARDS OF EXPOSED
                WASTES AND DRUMS CURRENTLY ON THE SIDESLOPES OF THE FORMER
                DRUM STORAGE AREAS NOS. 1 AND 2 TO AN APPROXIMATE 3:1 GRADE
                (AS THE PRPS PROPOSE) MAY NOT BE AN EFFECTIVE SOURCE
                CONTROL MEASURE.  ADDITIONALLY, REMOVING ONLY THE EXPOSED
                WASTES AND DRUMS ON THE SIDESLOPES OF THE FORMER DRUM
                STORAGE AREAS, GRADING AND BACKFILLING WITH PERMEABLE
                MATERIAL MAY NOT ADEQUATELY ELIMINATE THE PERSISTENT
                CHEMICAL ODOR EMANATING FROM FORMER DRUM STORAGE AREAS NOS.
                1 AND 2 AND PONDS 1 AND 2.

                THE PRP'S PROPOSED REMEDY FOR ADDRESSING THE ABOVE -
                BACKGROUND SURFACE SOIL CONTAMINATION AT FORMER DRUM
                STORAGE AREAS 3, 4 AND 6 AND THE AREA IN BETWEEN AREAS 3
                AND 6 CLOSELY RESEMBLES THE EPA SELECTED REMEDIAL MEASURE
                FOR THESE AREAS.  BECAUSE OF THE RCRA REQUIREMENTS, THE
                COVER MATERIAL MUST HAVE A PERMEABILITY LESS THAN OR EQUAL
                TO THE NATURAL SUBSOILS PRESENT.  USING MINING OVERBURDEN
                MATERIAL FOR FILL MATERIAL IN DEPRESSIONS AS THE PRPS
                PROPOSE WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE; HOWEVER, THE FINAL COVER WOULD
                NEED TO BE CONSTRUCTED OF SOIL MATERIAL WITH A SIMILAR OR
                LESS PERMEABLE PROPERTY THAN NATURAL SUBSOILS.

                FURTHER, IN ORDER TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY AND
                EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SOIL COVERED WASTE MANAGEMENT AREAS,
                EPA RECOMMENDS THE INSTALLATION OF A CHAIN LINK FENCE FOR
                PROTECTION OF THE COVERED AREA FROM VEHICLE DAMAGE.
                ALTHOUGH THE PRPS INTEND TO INSTITUTE A POST-CLOSURE
                INSPECTION AND RESTORATION PROGRAM, THE FREQUENCY OF ONE
                INSPECTION PER YEAR IS NOT ACCEPTABLE.  THE LIKELIHOOD THAT
                MINIBIKES MAY DAMAGE THE SOIL COVER IS A STRONG POSSIBILITY



                AT THIS SITE.  MORE IMPORTANTLY, SHOULD SETTLEMENT OR
                SUBSIDENCE OCCUR, RESTORATION OF THE SOIL COVER SHOULD BE
                TAKEN CARE OF AS SOON AS FEASIBLY POSSIBLE.

                AS DISCUSSED PREVIOUSLY, SINCE ABOVE BACKGROUND LEVELS
                OF CONTAMINATION WOULD BE LEFT UNDER THE SOIL COVER,
                COMPLIANCE WITH 40 C.F.R. SS264.310 WOULD BE REQUIRED,
                WHICH SPECIFICALLY REQUIRES A POST CLOSURE GROUND WATER
                MONITORING PROGRAM.  AGAIN, THE PRPS DID NOT ADDRESS THE
                DEVELOPMENT OF THIS PROGRAM.

                AS A FINAL POINT, THERE WAS NO MENTION OF REMOVING THE
                REMAINING CRUSHED AND INTACT DRUMS AND REMNANTS SCATTERED
                THROUGHOUT THE SURFACE OF THE SITE AND PARTIALLY BURIED.
                THE PRP PROPOSAL IS INCOMPLETE WITHOUT THIS AND THE
                REQUIRED RCRA ELEMENTS.

   COMMENT #20: THE PRPS LETTER OF 6-10-85 IS ALSO INCLUDED IN THE PUBLIC
                COMMENTS FOR THE TAYLOR SITE.

   ANSWER:      THIS LETTER IS MORE IN THE NATURE OF A PROPOSAL, AND DOES
                NOT DETAIL SPECIFIC COMMENTS ABOUT EPA'S PREFERRED
                ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SITE.  HOWEVER, A NUMBER OF THE PRP
                COMMENTS AND ANSWERS SET FORTH ABOVE ADDRESS THE ISSUES
                RAISED IN THIS PROPOSAL.  EPA BELIEVES THAT THIS IS
                ADEQUATE TO RESPOND TO THE COMMENTS CONTAINED WITHIN THE PROPOSAL.



                                   TABLE 2

                                 SAMPLE MEANS *

   (MG/KG)           BACKGROUND             DEPRESSION 2      DEPRESSION 3

   ARSENIC              7.3                    17.2                7.3
   LEAD                20.2                    77.7              370.0
   * (PG. 6-18 OF REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION).

                                    TABLE 3

                           RATIONALE FOR ELIMINATING
                              VARIOUS TECHNOLOGIES

   SURFACE WATER CONTROLS            RATIONALE FOR ELIMINATION

     1. DITCHES                      - ALL, NOT DIRECTLY ASSOCIATED WITH A
        GRADING                        RESPONSE ACTION
        DIKES

   LEACHATE/GROUND WATER CONTROLS

     1. LEACHATE COLLECTION          - NO VISIBLE LEACHATE SEEPS
     2. CONTAINMENT BARRIERS         - LIMITED LATERAL GW FLOW
     3. GROUND WATER PUMPING         - EXTENSIVE FRACTURING OF BEDROCK
     4. SUBSURFACE COLLECTION        - PUMPING OF MINE POOL MAY INCREASE
        DRAINS                         SUBSIDENCE

   DIRECT WASTE TREATMENT

     1. GASEOUS WASTE TREATMENT      - DID NOT EXCEED BACKGROUND
     2. INCINERATION OF              - LOW ORGANIC CONTENT IN SOILS,
        SOLIDS/LIQUIDS                 FURTHER DISPOSAL OF INORGANICS
                                       REQUIRED, LOW LEVELS OF ORGANICS IN
                                       SURFACE WATER, NEED AUXILIARY FUEL
     3. BIOLOGICAL TREATMENT         - NOT USEFUL FOR INORGANIC DESTRUCTION
        METHODS                        IN SOILS
     4. CHEMICAL TREATMENT METHODS   - TECHNOLOGIES ARE WASTE SPECIFIC-A
                                       SOIL/GARBAGE MATRIX WOULD BE
                                       DIFFICULT TO TREAT.



                                      TABLE  4

                          CAPITAL AND PRESENT WORTH COSTS
                            REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES
                                TAYLOR BOROUGH SITE

                                                          COSTS
                                                                 PRESENT
          REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVE             CAPITAL (A)     WORTH

    1. NO ACTION WITH MONITORING                $   16,000      $1,402,000

    2. PARTIALLY REMOVE CONTAMINATED             1,418,000       3,341,000
       MATERIALS, DISPOSE ON SITE, AND COVER
       WITH A SOIL CAP

    3. SAME AS NO. 2, WITH WASTE STABILIZATION   1,681,000       3,604,000
       PRIOR TO DISPOSAL

    4. SAME AS NO. 2, EXCEPT COMPLETELY REMOVE   1,480,000       3,403,000
       CONTAMINATED MATERIALS

    5. SAME AS NO. 4, WITH WASTE STABILIZATION   2,002,000       3,925,000
       PRIOR TO DISPOSAL

    6. PARTIALLY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS   1,835,000       3,758,000
       DISPOSE ON SITE, AND COVER WITH
       CLAY CAP

    7. SAME AS NO. 6, EXCEPT COMPLETELY REMOVE   1,897,000       3,820,000
       CONTAMINATED MATERIALS

    8. COVER INDIVIDUAL CONTAMINATED AREAS       2,343,000       6,051,000
       WITH CLAY CAP

    9. COMPLETELY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIAL   12,185,000     14,296,000
       AND DISPOSE ON SITE IN RCRA-APPROVED
       LANDFILL

   10. DRAIN AND TREAT SURFACE WATERS, BACKFILL  47,029 000     48,594,000
       DEPRESSION, AND COVER ENTIRE SITE WITH
       CLAY CAP

   11. PARTIALLY REMOVE CONTAMINATED MATERIALS    5,612,000      6,998,000
       AND DISPOSE OFFSITE AT RCRA-APPROVED
       HWMF

   12. SAME AS NO. 8 EXCEPT COMPLETELY REMOVE     9,793,000     11,179,000
       CONTAMINATED MATERIALS

   13. COVER AREA BOUND BY DRUM STORAGE AREAS     4,237,000      5,764,000
       3 AND 6, INCLUSIVE AND DRUM STORAGE
       AREA 4 WITH A SOIL COVER

   (A)  COSTS PRESENTED ARE ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST $1000 FOR COMPARISON
        PURPOSES. DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN IS PRESENTED IN APPENDIX B OF
        FEASIBILITY STUDY

   *   ALTERNATIVES 2 THROUGH 12 ALL INCLUDE DRAINING AND TREATING
       COLLECTED WATERS FROM PONDS NO. 1 AND 2.


